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Abstract 
The point of departure for the present study is nature protection and environmental policy-making at 
the European Union level, as well as the process of integrating new East European member states.  
Focusing on the implementation of the cornerstone of EU nature conservation legislation – the 
Habitats Directive – as a tool for coherent nature protection, this study investigates the barriers to - 
and possibilities for implementing the EU environmental policy in a new EU member state. 
Neo-institutional theory is applied. Further, within the frame of Europeanisation it is investigated 
how consequences of limited administrative capacity, the level of economic development as well as 
the different tradition for environmental protection, in the new member state of Lithuania, affects 
the objective of creating a coherent European ecological network (Natura 2000).  
This study reveals that richness in nature and wildlife and the continuing process of catching up 
economically with EU-15, challenges the approximation process, but also experiences with 
conflicts concerning domestic administrative systems, and limited political enthusiasm; render cases 
similar to old EU member states. 
 
 
Cover page picture: Jan Durinck crossing Western Taiga at the border of the Cepkeliai strict nature reserve. 
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List of Abbreviations 
 
CEE  Central and Eastern Europe 
CEEC  Central and East European Countries 
EU  European Union 
MoE  Ministry of Environment 
Natura 2000 A coherent ecological network of protected areas (according to the 
Habitats Directive) 
PHARE A European Commission programme (Poland and Hungary Assistance 
for the Restructuring of the Economy), which supports the development 
of Central European countries and aims at facilitating their future 
membership of the European Union, 
pSCI Proposed Sites of Community Importance (according to the Habitats 
Directive) 
SAC  Special Areas of Conservation 
SCI  Sites of Community Importance 
SPAD  Protected Areas Strategy Division 
SPAS  State Protected Areas Service 
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1.0. Problem Formulation 
1.1. Introduction 
The point of departure for the present study is EU environmental protection legislation and the 
process of integrating new East European member states in the development of a coherent European 
ecological network; Natura 2000.  
The European Union’s environmental policy agenda until 2012 highlights nature and biodiversity as 
a top priority – and being the cornerstone of EU nature protection policy, Natura 2000 is central to 
the European strategy on reducing biodiversity loss within the European territory1. There are two 
EU nature conservation directives aiming at protecting species and habitat types – and sites 
designated according to the requirements of these directives make up the Natura 2000 network. 
These are the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) and the Habitats Directive (92/43/ECC). 
  
The European Union has recently been enlarged with 10 new member states, among these 8 Central 
and East European countries. Before these countries were granted membership they had  to express 
commitment to the acquis communautaire – that is the entire body of EU laws, with directives, 
regulations and decisions, adopted on the basis of the Treaties.   
In the process of approximating legal and administrative systems to the principles, policies, laws 
and objectives of the European Union, much attention has been paid to the environmental 
dimension and indeed to protection of biodiversity. First of all because the EU recognises the gap in 
the level of nature protection in Central and Eastern Europe compared to the situation in the old EU 
member states (EU-15), and secondly because the new members contribute with “an amazing 
richness in nature and wildlife” (www.europa.eu.int)2. As these countries host nature values that do 
not exist in EU-15 or that have nearly vanished, applying EU nature conservation legislation to the 
territory of the new member states is thus central to reach the targets of the biodiversity strategy.   
1.2. Subject Area 
1.2.1. The Habitats Directive 
On this background the object of the research is to study the introduction of biodiversity protection 
in the new EU member state of Lithuania, focusing on the Habitats Directive. The Habitats 
                                                 
1 www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment  
2 (www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/nature_conservation/eu_enlargement/2004/index_en.htm) 
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Directive is the Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural 
habitats and of wild fauna and flora, which thus focuses on the protection of habitats and species. 
The directive demands a thorough protection of European wildlife species and their habitats, which 
require that each member state designate sites that comprise habitat types and species of 
Community importance (outlined respectively in Annex I and II of the Directive). In these sites, 
members are obliged to restore or maintain a favourable conservation status of the protected nature 
values, and hence to take appropriate steps to avoid deterioration and disturbance of these. 
 
Assessing the implementation of this directive in EU-15 member states, it becomes obvious that this 
is not an easy case, as all countries have experienced challenges. Hardly any member states have 
met the deadlines for correct transposition into national law or for the designation of sites of 
Community importance (Diaz, 2001: 292). The European Commission has made applications to the 
European Court of Justice against many of the old member states and “the Habitats Directive has 
the dubious record of being one of the most litigated environmental instruments in the EU” (Diaz, 
2001: 295). 
One reason for the challenges of implementing this Directive is the variety of national and 
administrative systems of EU countries (Diaz, 2001: 292). However, most of these countries were 
already members of the European Union as the Habitats Directive was developed and they have had 
the possibility of ‘up-loading’ national nature protection strategies in the decision-making process. 
In opposition to EU-15, the new EU member states have had limited scope for bringing domestic 
policy structures to the European level, and as the Central and East European countries have been 
eager to join the European club there have not been many negotiations on the transferring of EU 
laws and norms into national administrations (Keilbach, 2001: 33).  
Despite eagerness, it must be expected that also domestic institutional structures in the new member 
states determine the ways of implementing EU directives. And taking into consideration that most 
EU-15 member states have failed both to transpose the Habitats Directive correctly into national 
law and to comply with the deadlines for designation, we argue that insight into the ways of 
implementing this piece of EU environmental legislation in Central and East European countries 
might provide important knowledge on the perspectives of adapting the entire environmental acquis 
to cover the new member states as well. 
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1.2.2. The Lithuanian context 
Within Central and East European countries the domestic administrative systems are characterised 
by change caused by economic transition and political turbulence, which were the effects of an end 
to the long period of socialist rule. Hence, the general arena for the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive in Eastern Europe is structured by this context. Lithuania is one of the new member states, 
which after 50 years under Soviet rule and a dramatic period of transition, has now been integrated 
in the European Union and therefore has been challenged with the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive.  
 
Lithuania was occupied by the Soviet Union from 1941 to 19913 and after several years of formal 
negotiations, Lithuania was finally granted membership of the European Union on the 1st of May 
2004. Since its independence in 1991, the country has gone through a period of political and 
economic restructuring with market economic and democratic values as main foci. Hence, Lithuania 
is a state that contemporarily has very young democratic traditions. 
As a consequence of the restructuring of society, also the environmental administration has to deal 
with substantial environmental protection reforms.   
Lithuania has traditionally been an agricultural country. Yet, even though intensive agricultural 
planning and a few large industries have left their footprints, low economic activity during the 
Soviet occupation has resulted in Lithuania being not as polluted as seen in many other East 
European states (Rinkevicius, 2000: 178). Further, immediately after independence, Lithuania 
experienced dramatic recession and in the beginning of the 1990s, the country was marked by low 
productivity (compared to the neighbouring West European countries). The first years of transition 
into a market economy have thus limited the room for investments in e.g. artificial fertilisers, 
drainage systems and the general economic production, which resulted in a brief relief for the 
environment (Mygind, 1997: 5).  
Being member of the European Union, Lithuania thus contributes with vast areas of untouched 
nature and today the country is inhabited by for instance bear (Ursus arctos), wolf (Canis lupus) 
and lynx (Lynx lynx) – all species that are targets of the EU Habitats Directive. Thus, implementing 
the Habitats Directive is an opportunity to protect Lithuanian natural values for the future.  
  
                                                 
3 In 1990 a non-communist was elected president. On the same day, the Supreme Council rejected Soviet rule and 
declared Lithuanian independence. The Soviet Union finally recognised the independence of the Baltic States on 
September 6, 1991. UN admittance followed on September 17 the same year.   
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On the basis of the recent restructuring of society, the institutional structure and the domestic 
administrative system are expected to challenge the Lithuanian approximation to the Habitats 
Directive. This is because bureaucratic structures and old structures of nature protection seem to 
have survived political and economic revolutions. Hence, the old structures are expected to 
influence the possibilities of implementing the Habitats Directive. One characteristic feature is that 
the nature protection administration has remained centralised and that local authorities have stayed 
weak. Further, public participation is under-developed. In addition, there is a lack of inter-sectoral 
cooperation between ministries, and responsibilities are fragmented as a consequence of 
overlapping tasks (Andersson, 2003: 683).  
The new membership of the EU is also very central for the implementation of the Habitats Directive 
in Lithuania. This is because Lithuania has been forced to accept a large proportion of legislation in 
the  approximation to the acquis communautaire, without little (if any) possibilities of influencing it 
or negotiate domestic issues. As a member state Lithuania is now obliged to comply with EU 
legislation, if not, the EU may impose sanctions.  
 
In addition, Lithuania has experienced budgetary constraints in its position as ‘transition economy’. 
The economic situation in the new member states has slowed further down the process of replacing 
old systems and the environmental performance of the country seems to be marked by under-
resourcing in key areas. In short, there are serious lacks of data and administrations are frequently 
under-staffed. There seems to be a lack of high quality staff and indeed a lack of professionals with 
expertise within the field of environmental management – for instance professionals with 
knowledge on law enforcement and policy analysis. Finally, public sector administrations are not 
capable of matching the salaries in the private sector, which also affects the employment pattern of 
skilled experts (Andersson, 2003: 683).        
 
Hence, even though it is important to the European Commission that the Habitats Directive is 
implemented properly – and even though Lithuania as a new member state is eager to comply with 
the requirements of EU membership in all policy fields – leftovers from the socialist period and 
economic turbulence seem to present substantial challenges to the implementation process. 
 
Therefore, when characterising the Lithuanian arena, in which the Habitats Directive is to be 
implemented four main issues of the context leap to the eye from the above explanation. First of all, 
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leftovers from the former system of nature protection constitute a primary concern for the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive. Next, the context of the new EU membership, where 
Lithuania can only ‘download’ – and not ‘negotiate’ - legislation, is of major importance. Third, the 
level of administrative capacity, and fourth the level of economic development, are both important 
factors influencing the implementation of the Habitats Directive in this country.  
These four elements may then be recognised as four main explanatory factors for the progress of 
implementing the Habitats Directive in Lithuania.  
 
From close personal contacts working with the implementation of the Habitats Directive in 
Lithuania we know that the directive is currently posing challenges to the central nature protection 
administration (Durinck, pers. comm., 050102). This is illustrated by the fact that Lithuania, at the 
day of accession, made its first infringement to the Habitats Directive by submitting an insufficient 
list of designated areas. With the knowledge on how Lithuania, in line with other new East 
European member states, faces the challenge of complying with EU objectives concerning nature 
protection, it thus becomes interesting to investigate how this country implements the Habitats 
Directive within a context of the four main explanatory factors: 
 
1.3. Research question 
Which barriers and possibilities are visible in the process of implementing the Habitats Directive 
in Lithuania and how are these inter-linked with institutions in the MoE? 
 
 
1.4. Explanation of the Research Question 
Our investigation of barriers and possibilities is structured by the four factors outlined above in the 
subject area: the former nature protection approach, the membership of the European Union, the 
level of administrative capacity and the level of economic development. These are considered 
important contexts in the process of implementing the Habitats Directive in Lithuania. 
As we stated in the subject area, we believe the domestic ‘ways of doing things’ to be of major 
importance for the implementation of EU legislation. Therefore, when approaching the research 
question, we have been inspired by Neo-Institutional theory. With this theory we have approached 
how barriers and possibilities are inter-linked with institutions, as well as how institutions are 
related to the four explanatory factors constituting the context of the implementation of the Habitats 
 10
Directive in Lithuania. The latter is central when explaining how the explanatory factors pose 
barriers and render possibilities. As it will become explicit in this introduction, and in the following 
chapter, the final part of the research question is closely inter-linked with our methodological 
approach. 
 
Our understanding of institutions is resting on routines, procedures and understandings as 
frameworks for action. The institutional approach is expected to be able to explain the specific 
conditions that pose barriers and render possibilities in the implementation process.  
By barriers and possibilities we mean the factors that affect the implementation process, either by 
posing obstacles to, or facilitating the move towards an implementation process that is in 
accordance with the Habitats Directive. 
 
The Neo-institutional approach first of all implies the assumption that ‘institutions matter’ and that 
organisations follow specific routines, procedures and understandings that are considered central for 
the outcomes of actions carried out by this organisation4. Further, we believe that organisations 
embody specific understandings of their own that influence the process of co-ordination as well as 
we believe that interaction with, and influences from, the surrounding environment are mirrored in 
the practices carried out by actors within the organisation.  
The Lithuanian Ministry of Environment (MoE) has been chosen as the object of the study, as this 
organisation systemises and co-ordinates the process of implementing the Habitats Directive in 
Lithuania and hence holds responsibility for the national compliance with the EU nature 
conservation acquis. By making routines, procedures and understandings – reflected through the 
actions of this organisation – the central focus of our analysis, we expect to uncover important 
barriers and possibilities in the process of implementation.  
Combining the fact that we expect barriers and possibilities to be inter-linked with institutions as 
well as that the barriers and possibilities are reflected in routines, procedures and understandings 
within the MoE –  the theoretical approach binds together the four factors and makes it possible to 
approach all four within a single study. Hence, the institutional approach is used as a 
methodological move towards the understanding of the implementation of the Habitats Directive in 
Lithuania 
 
                                                 
4 Our conceptualisation of institutions relies on the terms of routines, procedures and understandings will be elaborated 
upon in chapter 3. 
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The institutional approach is built around the view of “change and history as matching institutions” 
(March & Olsen, 1994: 250), and thus the idea that organisations, as the Lithuanian MoE, have a 
history of their own that influences ‘ways of doing things’ as well as it influences the organisation’s 
approach towards novelties. Whereas this understanding emphasises that such organisations have 
autonomous lives it is also important to note the omnipresent inter-linkage with outside actors: In 
this case, for instance the European Commission, influential politicians, NGOs and other ministries. 
Hence, embedded in the neo-institutional approach is the view that the organisation considers a 
‘logic of appropriateness’ extending beyond its home environment when acting, and hence external 
factors of consequence become accessible through routines, procedures and understandings of the 
organisation. For instance, the ministry’s assumption of how the European Commission will react in 
response to a certain action in the implementation process might influence how actions are carried 
out. In that sense the importance of the European Commission, for the implementation process, is 
illustrated through the ministry’s ‘ways of doing things’, in accordance with the interpretation of 
legitimacy at the European level.   
 
We will return to the matter of the specific theoretical approach and other important pre-
understandings in chapter 2.  
 
1.5. Working questions 
Answering the research question means investigating different dimensions, and to structure our 
study, we have constructed the following working questions:    
 
1. How does EU membership encourage formal institutional change within the Lithuanian 
approach towards nature protection? 
2. What are the requirements concerning implementation practices embedded in the Habitats 
Directive?  
3. Which habitats and species of Community interest are present in Lithuania? 
4. How is the implementation of the Habitats Directive carried out in practice (transposition, 
designation, drafting of management plans)? 
5. How can routines, procedures and understandings explain ‘ways of doing things’ in the 
implementation process? 
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6. How does the case of Cepkeliai strict nature reserve illustrate barriers and possibilities, reflected 
through the actions of the MoE?  
 
1.6. (De) Limitations 
The main aim of the Habitats Directive is to promote the maintenance of biodiversity within the 
territory of the European Union (Council Directive 92/43/EEC, 2004: 2). However, when searching 
for an understanding of how a new EU member state complies with this directive, we focus on the 
necessary measures that must be taken at national level in order to restore and maintain a favourable 
conservation status of natural habitats and wild flora and fauna of Community interest (Council 
Directive 92/43/EEC, 2004: 2). A discussion of biodiversity and the improvement of biodiversity 
through the nature protection approach of the directive lie beyond this study. Therefore, within this 
study we do not intend to investigate whether the implementation leads to improved maintenance of 
biodiversity in Lithuania, or whether the Habitats Directive is a relevant instrument to restore or 
maintain habitats and species within this country.  
Here it is important to state that when referring to an implementation process in conformity with the 
directive, we focus on the process of transposing the directive into national law, the process of 
designating special areas of conservation that contributes to a coherent European ecological 
network, the Natura 2000, as well as the process of managing5 the selected areas (Council Directive 
92/43/EEC, 2004: 2). This demarcation has been necessary in order to focus our study on relevant 
and problematic areas of the process – which have become visible through preliminary literary 
studies as well as through conversations with people working in the field (e.g. Rydén, 2003: 683; 
Durinck, pers. comm., 050102 and 050403; Greimas, pers. comm., 050314). We will however, put 
more weight on the process of designation and management. 
Transposition has already been completed, and presently designation and introduction of 
management are the focus of the work carried out by the MoE officials. However, the quality of the 
process of transposition has great influence on the rest of the implementation process; designation 
and management. Therefore we will deal with transposition indirectly, i.e. through the investigation 
of designation and introduction of management.  
                                                 
5 The preparation of management plans is not an explicit requirement of the Habitats Directive. It is however stated that: 
”it is appropriate, in each area designated, to implement the necessary measures having regard to the conservation 
objectives pursued” (Council Directive 92/43/EEC, 2004: 2).  
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In chapter 5 we will elaborate upon the implementation process and hence focus on the three 
outlined necessary measures.  
 
In the process of studying parts of the implementation process in depth, we assume that many 
important barriers and possibilities are reflected in the routines, procedures and understandings of 
the MoE. However, in addition we do also recognise that not all actions carried out by the central 
unit can be explained and understood by investigating shared meanings and rule based practices. In 
other words, from investigating the institutions at work within the above explanatory factors we 
acknowledge that not all barriers and possibilities can be explained by internal administrative 
interpretations of ‘ways of doing things’.  
Some explanations for actions carried out in the process of implementation simply have to be found 
elsewhere. Especially the available amount of economic resources allocated towards the 
implementation put constraints to the latitude of the central administration. Especially in terms of 
possibilities for capacity-building, the possibility of compensating private land-owners or the 
possibilities of carrying out management measures. Further the European Commission may have 
possibilities of sanctioning non-compliance with the nature protection acquis – that reaches beyond 
routines, procedures and understandings of the central nature protection administration. Hence, we 
assume the explanatory factors of Economic Development and Membership of the European Union 
to be somewhat ambiguous in character. 
Although we do recognise the impacts of external factors on the process of implementing the 
Habitats Directive, it is not the object of this study to make a closer investigation of these; both as a 
result of limitations in our field study as well as limited time and capacity for the study.  
 
Some member states have experienced unforeseen incidents to have influenced the domestic 
measures taken towards the maintenance of habitats and species. One example is Portugal that, in 
the summer of 2004, experienced immense fires within habitat areas. Such incidents has influenced 
the implementation process and hence the contribution to the European ecological network. 
However, talking about barriers and possibilities perceived through the process of implementation, 
we find such considerations to reach beyond the present study. In short, the point is that we focus 
only on barriers and possibilities that are related to deliberate actions taken by humans related to the 
process of implementing the Habitats Directive in Lithuania.  
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The Habitats Directive together with the Birds Directive forms the basis of the establishment of the 
Natura 2000 network. In the present study, when referring to Natura 2000, we will however not 
include the Birds Directive. We have found that the Habitats Directive and Birds Directive are 
similar in intend, however the Habitats Directive is far more complicated to implement as it deals 
with all species and habitats present in Europe, except birds. Therefore we found that inclusion of 
the Birds Directive would not have contributed to our conclusions.  
 
A perspective that could possibly contribute to our conclusions on barriers and possibilities for the 
implementation process is the aspect of sector integration. The European Commission was even 
before the enlargement in 2004 very eager to see applicants and new member states integrating 
environmental measures and considerations into other public policies and programmes, as this is a 
“major and urgent challenge for the whole of the European Union” (European Commission, 1998: 
18). The perspective of sector integration is also mentioned in the preamble of the Habitats 
Directive and hence this aspect can be seen as one objective in the implementation. Within the 
present framework of time and resources we have however not concentrated our studies on how 
well the objectives of the Habitats Directive is integrated into other policy areas such as for instance 
land-use planning or development policies in general. 
 
During our literature studies as well as the informal conversations with people working within the 
present field of study, we found that corruption and nepotism must be considered possible 
influencing factors for the implementation of the acquis communautaire (Durinck, pers. comm., 
050403). For instance, in spring 2004, the Lithuanian president Rolandas Paksas had to resign 
caused to a corruption scandal (PolitInfo.com)6. Hence, corruption is present within the society, but 
whether it is important for nature protection is not easy to verify. As we had limited possibility to 
include this in our empirical investigations, we want here to state that we are aware of corruption 
and nepotism as possible barriers for the process, but nevertheless exclude the possible impacts 
from this study.  
 
                                                 
6 http://www.politinfo.com/articles/article_2004 _04_6_0016.html 
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2.0. Methodology 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the process of implementing the EU nature conservation 
acquis in a new East European member state. Each of the following chapters presents organised 
illustrations of the research process, based on our assumptions, understandings and research 
techniques. The present chapter will provide an insight into methodological considerations that have 
been important in the process of answering the research question.  
Specific pre-understandings implicit in Neo-institutional theory, are of importance for the present 
methodological approach. Concepts from this theoretical field are central to the explanation of our 
methodology and methods and although the theoretical framework - within which these concepts 
are embedded – is introduced in the following chapter, these ideas will briefly be touched upon 
below. 
We open this chapter by looking into the methodology and hence also the basis of the analytical 
perspectives within the present study. That entails a look into the structure of the research process 
and indeed the role of preliminary assumptions. Hereafter we present a project design, to explain 
how each section of the present report illustrate important steps, moving from research question to 
conclusions. And finally, we close the chapter with a presentation of our research techniques and a 
retrospective quality assessment of both methodology as well the methods used within the present 
study.  
 
2.1. Choices and exclusions & the matter of preliminary understandings 
In this section we will explain the development of our move towards nature protection in Lithuania 
in order to clarify the underlying assumptions and understandings that have structured our 
methodological approach.  
 
After an introductory period, during which we investigated studies closely inter-linked with the 
matter of EU enlargement and conditionalities within this process, the environmental acquis 
communautaire, the process of transition – including social and political history, the Habitats 
Directive and institutional change – we were left with a long list of preliminary hypotheses of what 
which might pose barriers and possibilities for the implementation process in this new member 
state. We considered approaching these very diverse elements with the perspective of 
implementation theory (Knill & Lenschow, 2000) in order to give a broad introduction to problems 
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of implementing the Habitats Directive in Lithuania. However, after a closer examination of the list 
of hypotheses, four factors turned out to have the greatest influence on the Lithuanian context: 
former nature protection, membership of the European Union, the level of administrative capacity 
as well as the level of economic development.  
On the basis of preliminary studies we expected these factors to have major influence on the way 
the Habitats Directive is implemented in Lithuania. Therefore we will call them ‘explanatory 
factors’, in the sense that we think they can explain important barriers and possibilities in the 
implementation process.  
During our in-depth examination of these four explanatory factors they turned out too different and 
too diverse to be matched in a single study built around the ideas of implementation theory. Hence, 
we started looking for a theoretical approach that made it possible to embrace all four factors in one 
theoretical study. 
At the same time the quite broad focus of the four explanatory factors made it necessary to limit the 
study to a certain administrative level. We found that specific divisions within the Lithuanian 
Ministry of Environment (see chapter 5 for details on these divisions), are responsible for 
systemising and controlling the implementation process and therefore should be the central unit of 
investigation. The focus on the central administration7 as an important unit for our research has 
been supported by several written sources as well as by further communication with people working 
within this field of study (Rydén, 2003: 683; Durinck, pers. comm., 050102). Because, as we will 
elaborate in chapter 5, the implementation process is a centralised process – we believe the practices 
and understandings of this organisation to be important instruments when explaining barriers and 
possibilities in the implementation; and as explained below the research question, we found that the 
institutional theory could embrace all four explanatory factors within a single coherent theoretical 
approach.  
 
In order to investigate, which barriers and possibilities that are reflected through institutions in the 
Lithuanian MoE we then turned towards two closely inter-linked fields of theory; Neo-institutional 
theory and Europeanisation theory (see chapter 3). The former has influenced our interpretation of 
causality – and indeed our empirical approach – whereas the latter has provided an explanatory 
framework for important observations throughout the study as well as it has influenced our 
                                                 
7 We will use the terms of MoE and central nature protection administration analogous through the study. 
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understanding of interaction between the national arena in a new member state and the Community 
level.  
 
2.2. Theoretical approach and concepts 
In this section we will argue for the choice of scholars that have inspired our institutional approach. 
After this we will return to how the theoretical approach has structured our investigation of how the 
four explanatory factors pose barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive.  
We have primarily been inspired by James G. March & Johan P. Olsen, who were among the first to 
develop their concept of institutions within the frame of New Institutionalism, through the book 
Rediscovering Institutions, in 1989 (Torfing, 2003: 20). 
March & Olsen represent the break with the former approach of Rational Choice, in which it is 
assumed that “individuals pursue their interests by considering alternative bargains in terms of 
their anticipated consequences for individual preferences and choosing those combinations of 
bargains that serve their preferences best” (March & Olsen, 1994: 251). Instead March & Olsen 
argue that actors act on behalf of routines, understandings and expectations, i.e. rule-bound 
behaviour (March & Olsen, 1989: 22). This means that individuals are not able to act only on the 
basis of a free choice, as a framework of underlying rules are indeed in play. Our investigations of 
routines, procedures and understandings origins from this perspective, and we have settled on these 
three terms as they constitute our interpretation of institutions (see chapter 3 for further 
explanation).   
 
Approaching the field of Neo-Institutional theory we have read through different scholars in order 
to get an understanding of the theoretical field. We have read Jacob Torfing (2003), who gives an 
introduction to the approach towards Neo-Institutional theory within political science. Further we 
have looked through Richard Scott (2001), who understands institutions as consisting of cognitive, 
normative, and regulative structures and activities. Even though these concept are in line with those 
we use in the present study, we decided that March & Olsen’s concepts were more useful in our 
approach, for instance because we were specifically interested in what was reflected through 
understandings. In addition we have been inspired by Claus Hedegaard Sørensen (2001), who 
explains how Neo-Institutional theory can be applied in empirical studies. Sørensen deals with 
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interesting concepts about how institutions are moved about, which inspired us, but which however 
did not precisely fit our context.  
Investigating different scholars of New Institutionalism, we have also considered the approach of 
Fritz W. Scharpf (. In his theoretical work, Scharpf lies closer to Rational Choice, as his actor-
oriented approach is based on elements of game theory, which deals with actors’ calculation of 
benefits. This approach did however not fit our assumptions and the Lithuanian context, where 
underlying procedures and understandings, rather than individual preferences, seem to structure the 
‘ways of doing things’. Therefore the present study is predominantly drawing on March & Olsen. 
Hence, it is a deliberate choice to concentrate our approach on March & Olsen in a theoretically 
inspired, problem oriented study on the implementation of the Habitats Directive in Lithuania.  
 
Focusing on March & Olsen, we have in our approach especially been inspired by three concepts: 
path dependency, logic of appropriateness and institutional change. These will be further elaborated 
upon in chapter 3; however, here we wish to argue for their relevance within the Lithuanian context.  
March & Olsen see the meander of history as shaping patterns of behaviour. Hence, the nature of 
history plays a major role in determining outcomes – or in other words; outcomes are very much 
dependent of the path they started out from. In order for us to explain how the former nature 
protection approach still shapes behaviour in the MoE, it becomes relevant to use the concept of 
path dependency.  
When organisations act, they act on behalf of path dependency, but outcomes are also shaped by the 
present environment, as well as the organisation’s understanding of this environment. Hence, an 
outcome is formed by what is considered appropriate. The logic of appropriateness is central for 
March & Olsen’s understanding of behaviour as rule-bound, and as explained, it is both path- 
dependent as well as it is influenced by expectations in the surroundings.  
The concept of institutional change is very applicable in a context of radical change – a situation 
that has characterised the Lithuanian society since independence in 1991. Today it is the new 
membership of the European Union that poses the major institutional challenges, as Lithuania is 
required to change the domestic system to fit EU requirements (see chapter 4, section 2).  
 
Following March & Olsen’s concept of institutional change, we consider the impacts of the 
European Union to be of a more sophisticated and radical character than the concept can embrace.  
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Since our study takes its outset from the Enlargement process, we have chosen also to bring in the 
concept of Europeanisation to put into perspective the effects of the changes that the Lithuanian 
society has been going through during the last decade. The impacts from the EU have been one-way 
in the sense that Lithuania has had to download requirements as well as the country had to adapt to 
them, without being able to influence the requirements. Europeanisation theory is relevant as this 
theoretical field is dealing with European integration and with ‘how Europe matters’. However, as 
the theory of Europeanisation has not structured our methods but only inspired our understanding, 
we will return to this matter in chapter 3, where different scholars will be introduced.  
 
To conclude upon the role of the theory in this project, we are methodologically inspired by Neo-
institutional theory. Thus we have the assumption that important barriers and possibilities in the 
implementation process are reflected internally in the central Lithuanian nature protection 
administration. By placing focus on especially the routines, procedures and understandings of this 
organisation, we started our investigations of barriers and possibilities that influence the process of 
implementation. And in our investigations of routines, procedures and understandings, reflected 
through actions, we will use March & Olsen’s three concepts of path dependency, logic of 
appropriateness and institutional change. Here it is important to note that the institutional theory has 
a double character within this study, as its assumptions have first of all structured our 
methodological approach and secondly we use the three central concepts of March & Olsen as 
analytical tools in relation to the collected empirical data (Chapter 6).  
 
2.3. Approaching the four explanatory factors with an institutional perspective 
The outset of the present study is inspired by the theory of critical realism. Critical realism requires 
a thorough characterization of the context of the study, which has to be the frame of reference for 
the analysis (Jespersen, 2004: 149). The four explanatory factors of the present study are 
characteristic for the contemporary context in which the Habitats Directive is implemented in 
Lithuania. They will be outlined in detail in chapter 4.  
In the explanation of the research question we mentioned that the institutional approach was able to 
embrace all the four explanatory factors. In this section we will elaborate on how this is carried out 
in practice. 
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Former Lithuanian nature protection 
A point we will return to in the following chapter is that “[o]utcomes depend not only on the 
current environment but also on previous environments and the ways in which they have been 
experienced” (March & Olsen, 1994: 260). The dynamics of institutional change, and 
transformation of procedures, is thus further complicated by the fact that rules and practices are not 
likely to change easily. Methodologically this means that even when approaching an organisation 
that exists in a rapidly changing environment, there are strong reasons for investigating institutional 
history when searching for explanatory factors for certain results. From this perspective path 
dependency becomes a relevant source of explanation for the understanding of current Lithuanian 
nature protection.  
 
Membership of the European Union 
However, focusing on the requirements of complying with the European Union acquis as the main 
causality for changes within the Lithuanian approach towards nature protection, we did from the 
beginning expect routines, procedures and understandings of the central nature protection 
administration to be affected also by the new EU membership. The impacts of the European Union 
are indeed concerned with institutional change, in the sense that the amount of work necessary to 
implement the complete environmental acquis is overwhelming and can be argued to be creating a 
condition of shock for the central nature protection administration, i.e. the MoE. Approached with 
an institutional perspective, especially the barriers for the implementation of the Habitats Directive 
can be argued to be resistance to institutional change.  
 
The level of administrative capacity 
Our assumption, that contemporary administrative capacity can explain important barriers and 
possibilities of the current implementation, is strengthened by the fact that the administrative 
capacity indeed constitute a framework for the steps that are taken towards compliance with the 
directive. Hence, characteristics of the administrative capacity entail certain logic of 
appropriateness, which make the officials act in certain ways. To understand how the Lithuanian 
officials are able to carry out a new piece of legislation – with an approach that is very different 
from their routines and understandings in the area of nature protection – we find it necessary to 
investigate different aspects of the administrative capacity of the Lithuanian MoE.  
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The level of economic development 
Further, the level of economic development, as an explanatory factor, also constitutes a framework 
for action. It is for instance on the basis of the economic prioritisation of nature protection, the 
allocation of resources towards nature protection etc. – that the economic level in society affects the 
routines, procedures and understandings and hence the possible actions of the MoE. As the 
administrative capacity entails certain logic of appropriateness, so do the availability of financial 
resources, as it will affect the legitimacy of the actions carried out (see chapter 6).   
 
In the scheme below we have outlined the framework for the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive in Lithuania, including how the four explanatory factors are influencing the process. 
 
The surrounding environment of the organisation 
Path dependency 
Former Nature 
Protection 
Regime 
Membership of 
the European 
Union 
Institutional change
The Central Nature 
Protection Administration 
 –  
Ministry of Environment 
Administrative 
capacity 
Economic 
development 
Logic of appropriateness
Figure 2.1: The Implementation of the Habitats Directive approached with Neo-Institutional theory. 
2.4. The Research 
The interplay between our literature study and theory brought us towards the assumption that four 
explanatory factors are important when investigating barriers and possibilities in the 
implementation process, and that the barriers and possibilities are reflected in the routines, 
procedures and understandings of the central nature protection administration.  
Until very far in our research process we were also investigating on external factors, i.e. factors, 
which are not reflected through institutions within the MoE. However, we had to cut these off 
caused to the amount of observations being to large and unmanageable. 
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In our research we started out with a comprehensive literature study. Hence, we tried to embrace the 
field of study first of all from a theoretical and literary perspective, to see how far we would get in 
our solving of the research questions. We did however not get very far from a purely theoretical and 
literary angle, as we did not get adequately insight into the routines, procedures and understandings 
that shape the actions of the MoE officials. Therefore, in order to investigate the barriers and 
possibilities reflected within the MoE, we decided to carry out a field study in Lithuania, where we 
have conducted interviews within the MoE with officials from the different divisions in focus. 
However, to put a perspective to our findings within the central administration, we decided to 
extend our research to external actors, e.g. politicians, NGOs, stakeholders etc., in order to get a 
more comprehensive understanding of the barriers and possibilities reflected through institutions 
embedded within the MoE.  
 
The organisation and preparation of our interviews have been structured (semi-structured 
interviews) by our four explanatory factors, as we, in our research, were searching for barriers and 
possibilities relating from these. The interviews have been structured via interview guides (see 
section 2.8). To prepare these we have constructed research questions and from these; interview 
questions. The four explanatory factors outline four different main areas of interest. To be able to 
get a broad knowledge on the areas, we have used the list of preliminary hypotheses that we 
mentioned in the section of Preliminary understandings. The list contained a comprehensive set of 
all sorts of indicators of barriers and possibilities for the implementation process, from which we 
later chose the focus on the four explanatory factors. With the help of this list we prepared a list of 
research questions with the intention of getting insight into different barriers and possibilities as 
well as a broad overview of the implementation process in practice.  
The list of research questions narrowed the list of preliminary hypotheses very much, for scientific 
reasons: as their purpose was to give overview of the knowledge we needed. However, in order to 
make sure the interviewees understood the questions we made a much more detailed list of 
interview questions – to be able to get answers on every single detail concerning the 
implementation process. Additionally we made some more open research question in order to make 
room for new and non-expected barriers and possibilities (see section on Qualitative research 
interviews below).  
During our investigations we had to make a correction of our explanatory factors, as our empirical 
observations pointed towards unexpected directions. An example of this was that we expected 
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agriculture to be perceived as a major barrier for the Habitats Directive, however it turned out that 
forestry was much more important in Lithuania at the moment.   
 
In the above sections we have explained how our theoretical inspiration has structured our 
methodological approach. Thus, we will now move on to describe how we have organised the 
study. After this we will return to the matter of our research, to explain the practical elements of the 
process.  
2.5. Project Design 
In the following section we will specify the design of the present study and outline the particular 
chapters in which our research is presented. Hence, we will integrate our working questions and 
demonstrate their value in illustrating the research process, as we move towards an answer of our 
research question. 
    
     
Part 0: Problem Formulation  
• Subject Area 
• Research Question  
• Methodology 
• Theoretical approaches 
Part 1: Lithuania and the Habitats Directive 
• The Lithuanian Context for implementing the 
EU nature protection acquis 
• The Habitats Directive  
• The Lithuanian implementation process 
Part 2: Analysis  
Analysing the possibilities and barriers for the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive within a framework of the four explanatory factors and with focus on 
institutionalised routines, procedures and understandings at work in the central 
nature protection administration of Lithuania  
Part 3: Discussion 
Part 4: Conclusions 
Figure 2.2: Project design. The figure is a visual illustration of the presented report. The purpose of Part 0 is to create 
a scientific platform for the study as well as to put forward a justification of the validity and reliability when moving 
from research question to conclusions (Chapter 1, 2 & 3). Part 1 introduces the research and outlines characteristics 
that are necessary to understand the forthcoming analysis (Chapter 4 & 5). Part 2 is the analysis, where instruments 
from the previous sections (methodology, theoretical concepts and empirical data) are used to approach the central 
focus of this study: barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive in Lithuania. The purpose 
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of Part 4 is thus to discuss the empirical findings analysed in the previous parts, in relation to the research question, and 
hence to provide a basis for the conclusion put forward in Part 5.      
 
 
2.5.1. Explanation of the design – the division of the different parts into chapters  
As we have argued for the purposes of chapter 1, 2 & 3 below figure 2, we concentrate this section 
on how the joint empirical research has been split into different chapters of the report. Also we 
argue for the contribution of each chapter to the final results that are presented in Chapter 8.  
In order to comprehend the Lithuanian way of implementing the EU nature conservation acquis, it 
is important to bring into focus the preconditions of the Lithuanian society for implementing the 
Habitats Directive. Therefore, in chapter 4, we will approach the specific conditions for the 
Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats Directive, by elaborating upon the four explanatory 
factors presented earlier in this section. Hence this chapter will include the following sections 
concerning the Lithuanian context: Former Lithuanian nature protection; A new member state in the 
European Union; Administrative Capacity, and Economic Development. Focusing on these factors, 
chapter 4 is inter-linked with working question 1, concerning how the EU membership encourages 
formal institutional change within the Lithuanian approach towards nature protection. Approaching 
this matter it has however been necessary to investigate what Lithuania is transiting from and hence 
also former ways of protecting nature, the level of economic development as well as the 
administrative capacity within environmental institutions of new member states to the European 
Union. The chapter is mainly based on literature studies, whereas as information gathered through 
our empirical research is used to support these were needed.     
 
Chapter 5 introduces the EU Habitats Directive, its objectives as well as the requirements that 
member states must obtain and comply with. Hence, dealing with working question 2 we provide 
insight into the intentions of the EU concerning the implementation of the Habitats Directive.  
Even though this study is occupied with the matter of a successful implementation process, the 
intensions behind the directive require a brief introduction to the concept of biodiversity and of the 
widely used concept of favourable conservation status. Hence, from these definitions it is possible 
to move towards working question 3 and a presentation of the Lithuanian contribution to the Natura 
2000 network. In this presentation we focus on the general features and nature values that exist in 
Lithuania and point out a few species and habitats that are considered to be Lithuania’s most 
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important contributions. A complete list of Lithuanian species and habitats of Community 
Importance are enclosed in Annex II.   
This section is made on the basis of literature studies as well as interviews with the three biologists; 
Raimondas Ciuplys, Darius Stoncius and Edmundas Greimas.  
Further, our investigations of the current Lithuanian implementation process (working question 4) 
are presented within this chapter. We have gained insight into this process through a study of the 
Habitats directive, from qualitative interviews with experts in the field and from a review of legal 
acts.  
Additionally in chapter 5, the framework of a case study will briefly be presented and this section is 
thus inter-linked with working question 6.  
 
Following the institutional approach that is central to the present study, the analysis, in chapter 6, 
deals with how institutional patterns of behaviour can explain actor’s specific ways of doing things 
throughout the implementation of the Habitats Directive. Whereas this analysis is focused on 
barriers and possibilities in the implementation process, it is thus also inter-linked with working 
question 5. Focusing on the four explanatory factors, that have earlier been introduced, this chapter 
looks into the matter of ‘path-dependency’, ‘logic of appropriateness’ and ‘institutional change’ and 
present our empirical findings concerning barriers and possibilities for the implementation. Hence, 
this chapter is occupied with the question of why the process of implementation it is happening the 
way it is. 
The case, presented in chapter 5, will be used continuously in the analysis to illustrate some of our 
findings (working question 8), and closing chapter 6 we will make a preliminary conclusion, 
realised through a congregated list of barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the 
Habitats Directive in Lithuania.  
 
With point of departure in this list, chapter 7 discusses the main barriers and possibilities, related to 
each of the four explanatory factors. This discussion is important in order to put a perspective to the 
importance of different barriers and possibilities that has become explicit throughout our research 
and also for continuing the discussion on the objectives of the Habitats Directive concerning 
implementation. Hence, the second purpose of chapter 7 is to consider the barriers and possibilities 
in relation to EU’s implementation objectives and also in relation to the barriers that have been 
experienced in EU 15 member states.  
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Having knowledge on important barriers and possibilities that characterises the implementation 
process in the new EU member state, Lithuania, we move the discussion a bit beyond the borders of 
our field of research and give recommendations to the ongoing implementation. That is, we 
emphasise which barriers and possibilities that need priority in the future in order for Lithuania to 
comply with the Habitats Directive.    
As chapter 7 inter-links and discusses the empirical findings that are presented in earlier chapters, 
this section is not related to any specific working question. With its role of supporting our 
conclusions - and provide a platform for the final comments - it does however demonstrate the 
value of the 6 questions that have structured our move from research question to the conclusions 
presented in chapter 8.         
 
2.6. Methods 
We will now return to the practical part of our research and hence to the empirical studies that are 
central to the present study. As we have explained previously, the preliminary assumptions that 
have created a framework for our research mainly origin from a literature review and six different 
kinds of written sources have primarily been applied in the study: 
1) Books and articles on the environmental history of Lithuania, as well as on the present situation 
of transition within the environmental field  
2) Official publications from EU institutions on the Habitats Directive and the enlargement process, 
3) Official publications from the Ministry of Environment of the Republic of Lithuania  
4) Legislation  
5) Lists of habitats and species provided by the Lithuanian Botanical institute, and  
6) Official Lithuanian publications on habitats, species and management plans. 
 
During our four weeks of field research in Vilnius, Lithuania, we conducted qualitative research 
interviews and to give specific examples from the implementation process, we also studied the case 
of designating and managing one specific pSCI. These two empirical approaches will be explained 
and elaborated upon in the following.  
2.6.1. Case study 
To give empirical examples from the Lithuanian implementation process, and the move from 
required designation to the establishment of necessary management, we have studied the case of a 
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pSCI in a raised bog area: Cepkeliai. This area has been under very strict protection during the last 
30 years and has been completely left for the development of natural processes. Hence, this case 
study is first of all used to investigate and illustrate former ways of protecting nature in Lithuania.  
As we will elaborate on in chapter 5, the area is currently in bad need of management in order to 
avoid natural succession of the raised bog that is a habitat of community interest. In order to comply 
with the Habitats Directive a management plan is thus needed, and as management requires both 
available human and financial resources, this case area also illustrate central conflicts in the current 
implementation process.      
Finally, the case study is inter-linked with our main assumption, which argues that the most 
important barriers and possibilities, in the process of implementing the Habitats Directive in 
Lithuania, will be reflected through routines, procedures and understandings of the central nature 
protection administration. Hence, by investigating conflicts at the micro-level we thus control and 
support this assumption, as the case study shows the consequences of the actions taken.  
 
2.7. Qualitative Research Interviews 
As the objective of our studies has been to get a vertical rather than a horizontal view into the 
present field of research, we have used the method of the qualitative research interview. These 
interviews have, as we also explained, been carried out for two reasons. First and foremost we have 
used this method to gain an in-depth understanding of the field of research and secondly we have 
conducted interviews with selected experts in order to get a comprehensive overview of the present 
focus: the implementation of the Habitats Directive in Lithuania.  
 
During our research we conducted 14 interviews with 16 different people. All interviews were 
carried out during a one month field study in Vilnius, Lithuania and all interview persons were 
selected with regard to their relation to, and expected knowledge of, the implementation process. As 
we approached the different interview persons with a different purpose, we used two main methods 
when planning the interviews. Because, 4 persons from the MoE were approached with the purpose 
of gaining an in-depth understanding of the four explanatory factors and institutions within the 
central nature protection administration and 12 interview persons were interviewed with the purpose 
of giving perspectives to our findings in the central administration and providing information on the 
Lithuanian context in general  (see Annex 1).   
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ess structured interview.   
knowledge through our research. One example of such development has briefly been mentioned 
above and was that of a switch from a focus on conflicts with agricultural use to a focus on the 
matter of forestry.  
After having constructed the research question, we then again put perspectives to the present 
interview person and constructed a list of interview questions that we found relevant (see figure 
2.3.).  
 
Explanatory Factors               ⇒ Research Question              ⇒ Interview Question        
Figure 2.4. Illustration of the move from Explanatory Factors to interview questions as interview guides were 
developed.  
 
Although this process seems quite structured we did however construct the interview guides as 
frameworks for semi-structured interviews. The flexibility of the guides was accomplished through 
open interview questions as well as we made room for the interviewee to elaborate on factors that 
were important for his or her understandings of the themes that were discussed throughout the 
interview.   
 
All interviewees were given a list of themes for the interview previous to our meeting, and 
subsequent dialogue with interview persons has mainly been concerned with exchange of maps and 
the request of missing information on habitat types and species. 
Interviews have been tape-recorded9, but whereas we made full transcripts of the interviews with 
the two main characters from the SPAD and the SPAS (Algirdas Klimavicius and Edita Lydiene, 
see Annex 1) and the interview with our main informant (Edmundas Greimas), most of the 
interviews are reported in summaries supported by important quotes (see enclosed CD).     
None of the interview persons have had the chance of neither reading through summaries or 
transcripts nor commenting upon them.  
2.7.2. Quality of research techniques 
We have now explained the purpose of carrying out qualitative research interviews as well as we 
have explained the ways in which we have reflected upon and created a structure for the various 
interviews we have conducted. The interviews provide the basis for the analysis and to get further 
                                                 
9 The interview with Jan Durinck, our contact in Lithuania was very informal and hence this interview is not tape 
recorded. Because of the informal structure of the interview we neither have a summary as is the case with all the other 
interviews.  
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insight into the validity and reliability of these qualitative research interviews, it now becomes 
relevant to emphasise our reflections concerning possible sources of error that might have affected 
this research process.  
 
First and foremost it is questionable whether we have conducted enough interviews? As explained 
below figure 2.2. We have only conducted one interview in the unit of the SPAD and three 
interviews in the unit of the SPAS. The main reason for this low number of interview persons is that 
it did not seem relevant to contact more people. Algirdas Klimavicius is Head of Division in the 
SPAD, which employ only four people, and he is the person who is the main responsible and the 
main involved. Edita Lydiene is the only responsible person for the establishment of Natura 2000 
sites within the SPAS, and the Deputy Director and a Chief Desk Officer were thus only contacted 
because we needed information that reached beyond the time when Edita Lydiene was employed 
(autumn 2004). 
The low number of people becomes questionable as we investigate institutions, and as we 
understand institutions as patterns of behaviour that relate to a group of people (see chapter 3). We 
have attended to the consequence of this matter by focusing on actions, on procedures as well as we 
have – as mentioned – supported our interpretations with data from interviews with the surrounding 
environment.  
 
Secondly, the process of contacting the people with whom we conducted interviews may have 
influenced the process as well. In the Subject Area we argued that one reason for the choice of 
investigating the implementation of the Habitats Directive in Lithuania is that we have personal 
contacts who work within the field of nature protection in this new EU member state. To be more 
precise we have a contact who is a Biologist and who is employed within a Danish Consultant 
Agency that has won the tender of a PHARE project. This project is working with the drafting of 
management plans for Natura 2000 sites in Lithuania, and hence our contact has for the past five 
years been in daily dialogue with the central Lithuanian nature protection administration. Through 
this contact, we got a list of persons who are involved in the implementation process and further our 
contact had mentioned our names to these persons in advance. The point is, that whereas we had 
probably never got into contact with these people, without this reference, many of our interview 
persons were pre-selected according to another persons understanding of who is relevant for the 
implementation process. In order to avoid great influence from this matter, we evaluated the list in 
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depth, chose to do without some of the persons and did make some contacts of our own during the 
four weeks in Vilnius.     
 
Finally, a point that is worth mentioning is the matter of language. During qualitative research 
interviews, knowledge becomes available through interaction. Interaction is thus central to this 
research technique and the personal contact, within which the interview person’s ways of thinking 
and organising reality becomes available to the researcher, is central to the dynamics of the 
interview (Kvale, 1999: 129). Hence, it is important that researchers are well informed about the 
present field of study, as well as they, as interviewers, should have a talent for language and a 
feeling for the language of the interview person (Kvale, 1999: 151).   
As we explained above, all the interviews conducted for the purpose of this study have been carried 
out in Lithuania, with Lithuanians. As neither of us speaks Lithuanian, the interviews were carried 
out in English - a language that is foreign to both of us as well as to the interview persons. Only 
during one interview (with the politician Jakovonis Gedminas, see Annex I), a professional 
interpreter was used.  
As language skills did vary a lot among the interviewees, we cannot neglect the language barrier 
that became visible through a very fragmented language during interaction with the selected 
interview persons. The sparse vocabulary was however often a surprise, since preliminary contact 
via mail had not revealed this problem. And even though it is obvious that a lack of words and 
fluency in the conversation is likely to have restricted our in-depth understanding of the interview 
persons, we believe that our face to face contact during interviews has created a good framework 
for understanding as the empirical results were analysed.     
 
2.8. Validity and reliability 
The study is concerned with a process that is very new. Lithuania has recently accessed the 
European Union and have only for the last somewhat five years been working actively on the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive. On top of this, the Habitats Directive takes a long time to 
implement and requires a lot of planning of future activities.  
Formal approval of the Lithuanian implementation process has not yet occurred, and is due in 
autumn 2005. Hence, it may be argued that it is too early to make any final conclusions on the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive in Lithuania. However, we find that our limited approach, 
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which is focusing on the institutional impacts of the current process, will be able to supply us with 
knowledge on the challenges for the implementation process in general.  
In the final conclusion of the study we will return to the matter of our institutional approach to 
conclude upon its validity for the study.  
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3.0. Theoretical approach  
The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the concepts and ideas of Neo-institutional theory and 
Europeanisation theory, which we have used in the present study. We have already mentioned the 
use of Europeanisation theory as well as we have in detail explained how institutional theory has 
shaped our methodological approach.  
The purpose of bringing in the field of Europeanisation theory is first and foremost to get a 
conception of causal mechanisms embedded in the recently gained Lithuanian membership of the 
European Union. Theoretical reflections on European integration and the current enlargement 
process will allow us to get a better understanding of the characteristics of the requirements of the 
EU nature conservation acquis. Further the theory of Europeanisation brings into perspective the 
asymmetries of power, which currently lies in the relationship between Lithuania and the European 
Commission. For instance, the EU has set specific criteria for Lithuania to comply with that restricts 
independent Lithuanian actions in the approximation of the entire set of EU legislation.  
In the present study, Europeanisation theory is inter-linked with Neo-institutional theory in the 
sense that the three concepts of ‘path dependency’, ‘logic of appropriateness’, and ‘institutional 
change’ are applied to causal mechanisms embedded in the relations between Lithuania and the 
European level.    
 
Setting out to present the predominant theoretical approach, we will begin with an introduction to 
Neo-institutional theory. Through March & Olsen we will present an understanding of institutions 
as a framework for action, as well as we present the inter-linkage between institutions and the 
concepts of path dependency, logic of appropriateness and institutional change. These theoretical 
explanations support the methodological approach, presented in the previous chapter.  
Having introduced the main ideas and concepts embedded in the institutional approach of March & 
Olsen, we return to and elaborate upon Europeanisation Theory. This section will include a 
discussion of different scholars and their use of the concept of ‘Europeanisation’ as well as we here 
present a definition that makes the concept a useful tool in our analysis. 
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3.1. Neo-institutional Theory 
Approaching institutional theory we draw, as mentioned, upon the approaches of James G. March & 
Johan P. Olsen, who are occupied with the underlying reasons for political actions and policy 
outcomes.  
Drawing upon this theoretical field, there are especially three terms we need to stress as very 
important. First of all we need to make explicit that the history and path dependency of institutions 
are important aspects. Furthermore the logic of appropriateness that structures the patterns of 
behaviour is fruitful to our approach; and lastly a perspective on institutional change is relevant, as 
Lithuanian institutions for nearly two decades have been in a situation of immense change, caused 
to transformation and restructuring of nearly all spheres within the society. The following 
presentation of institutional theory and its presence within this study is thus concentrated on these 
three terms. 
3.1.1. What are institutions? 
An institution is a framework for action. Life is organised by sets of shared meanings and practices 
that come to be taken as given for a long time (March & Olsen, 1994: 250). 
March & Olsen characterises institutions by the institutionalisation of rules and routines. To 
understand and elaborate on the concept of rules, we will use the definition of March & Olsen, who 
define rules as: “the routines, procedures, conventions, roles, strategies, organizational forms, and 
technologies around which political activity are constructed” and furthermore “the beliefs, 
paradigms, codes, cultures, and knowledge that surround, support, elaborate, and contradict those 
roles and routines” (March & Olsen, 1989: 22). Thus behaviour and action is structured by a 
system of cultural and social norms embedded in different rules and routines that structure patterns 
of behaviour.  
 
Within this approach, we understand institutions as something that affects actors’ choice of specific 
actions. Here it is necessary to emphasise that institutions are not actions or capable of acting by 
themselves. As institutions consist of rules that structure actions, they cannot perform by 
themselves. Therefore we understand institutions as routines, procedures and understandings, which 
make up a framework for action that organisations can bring into play.  
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3.1.2. The difference between organisations and institutions 
The concept of institutions contrasts that of organisations, as only the latter consists of structured 
hierarchies of explicitly formulated goals as well as strategies to achieve these. Thus organisations 
are subsets of institutionalised patterns of behaviour that have become objectives of achieving a 
goal. 
Organisations can be defined as ‘instruments that co-ordinate and systematises activities with 
reference to a given objective. They consist of a formalised structure with division of labour where 
every single unit has been assigned specific competences and obligations (Sørensen, 2001: 41). 
Furthermore organisations, approached from an institutional perspective, encompass a collection of 
institutions. As the organisations consist partly of institutions, there is certain stability within the 
organisations, even in times of change. Therefore we have to study institutions before we can 
understand the behaviour of an organisation.  
 
3.1.3. Behaviour and the logic of appropriateness 
Organisations are the battle fields of different institutions, structuring the rules and routines of 
actors within the organisation. Within a study of institutions, the behaviour of different actors is a 
central element to investigate. From an institutional point of view the question is how people know 
how they are supposed to act in specific situations. According to March & Olsen, behaviour 
“reflects the routine way in which people do what they are supposed to do” (March & Olsen, 1989: 
21). It is from an underlying complex of standardized patterns of action that actors get their notions 
of what to do. To choose between the ranges of different procedures; certain rules are applied. “The 
rules may be imposed and enforced by direct coercion and political or organizational authority, or 
they may be part of a code of appropriate behavior that is learned and internalized through 
socialization or education” (March & Olsen, 1989: 22). Further complexity is added, as the rules 
are not completely codified, which results in the fact that compliance with any specific rule is not 
automatic: “The number and variety of alternative rules assure that one of the primary factors 
affecting behavior is the process by which some of those rules, rather than others, are evoked in a 
particular situation” (March & Olsen, 1989: 24). Hence, choosing between different rules is a 
complex process. Situations may be defined differently by different individuals, which make room 
for the application of different rules. In other words, it means that individuals in their choice of 
action have a whole range of different rules that would be appropriate. Where more rules seem 
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appropriate, the challenge is to find out which rule is the most appropriate for the situation (March 
& Olsen, 1989: 25).  
Institutionalised rules, duties, rights, and roles help to define acts as appropriate (normal, natural, 
right, good) or inappropriate (uncharacteristic, unnatural, wrong, bad) (March & Olsen, 1994: 252). 
Because of this people will do, whatever they come to believe is appropriate for them to do – even 
when it is not obviously in their self-interest to do so.  
Here March & Olsen operates with the concept of logic of appropriateness. Certain actions that 
through time and reiteration have become institutionalised, i.e. become routine practice, in the sense 
that is has turned into a logic of appropriateness to perform a specific act in a specific situation. 
According to the authors, the appropriateness of a specific action, for a particular person in a 
particular situation, is determined through institutions and transmitted through socialisation. One of 
the interesting points of March & Olsen is that individuals “act on the basis of rules of 
appropriateness rather than rational consequential calculation” (March & Olsen, 1989: 22).  
Following the logic of appropriateness one must ask: What kind of situation is this? Who am I? 
How appropriate are different actions for me in this situation? And do what is most appropriate. On 
the contrary the logic of consequentiality deals with questions like: What are my alternatives? What 
are my values? What are the consequences of my alternatives for my values? And choose the 
alternative that has the best consequences (March & Olsen, 1989: 23).  
March & Olsen emphasises however that the logic of appropriateness does not mean that 
consequences are not considered – it just means that they are considered within a framework of 
logic of appropriateness (March & Olsen, 1994: 253). 
 
In our institutional approach the logic of appropriateness becomes an important element in people’s 
selection of specific actions, as we also want to emphasise the meaning of routines, procedures and 
understandings as underlying explanations for action. 
 
3.1.4. Path dependency and history 
The importance of history is explicit within the concept of institutions, as the definition expresses 
something stable, in the sense that practice, to become a routine, has been going on for a while – 
and may be expected to continue for a while. This means that actors do not need to reflect long 
about which actions are to be carried out, as routines will be immediately present (Sørensen, 2001: 
38). Hence institutions can be said to be a product of history as routines make up rules that are 
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determinants of which specific actions are carried out – a result of historical experience, made 
available for the individual through the ‘tradition of rules’ (March & Olsen, 1989: 38). 
For Neo-institutional scholars, history is a path-dependent meander (March & Olsen, 1994: 258). 
This means that history in itself is inefficient to determine outcomes. There are more reasons for 
that. First of all there are delays in historical processes to match institutions, and convergence is 
never assured. Yet, perhaps more importantly, there is path dependency: “Outcomes depend not 
only on the current environment but also on previous environments and the ways in which they have 
been experienced” (March & Olsen, 1994: 260). Hence, as institutions are inter-linked with internal 
dynamics and interpretations, there is no security that institutions immediately reflect demands for 
change in their environment (March & Olsen, 1994: 259). 
 
Taking into account the historical shaping of institutions, it is often success that induces change. 
March & Olsen argue that: “Unfortunately… failure does not always produce change, and success 
often does. There is evidence that failure-induced stress in social systems can produce persistence 
in behaviour rather than change” (March & Olsen, 1989: 60). Hence, the scholars stress how 
failures and bad routines are not so easily changed. Within the present study, we work with the 
persistence of leftovers from the Soviet system and will thus reflect upon the theoretical argument 
of March & Olsen. Further elaboration on this matter will however, be kept for the analysis.    
 
3.1.5. The challenges of novelty  
The concept of path dependency shows that it takes a long time to establish rules, routines, 
procedures and understandings etc., which cause people to know which behaviour will be the most 
appropriate or legitimate in each situation. Therefore it is important to point out that logic of 
appropriateness within a specific context has historical roots. Routine procedures have become 
routine on the basis of reiteration of routine situations. Therefore it is not necessarily easy or even 
possible to transfer it to new situations, in case such would occur. Nevertheless, according to March 
& Olsen, routines are often “also the basis for an institutional approach to novel situations” (March 
& Olsen, 1989: 34). Thus in case of novel situations, organisations will look for an existing set of 
routines, to deal with the new situation.  
March & Olsen exemplifies their statement by telling the story of the Norwegian oil-discovery, and 
the institutional approach towards the integration of practices in this field. The new policy field 
demanded attention and rational action in relation to attention to the new national interests. The 
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government formulated many goals, but followed a few experience-based rules and standard 
operating procedures. March & Olsen describes it in this way: “Oil issues were interpreted and 
decided in the light of established routines. The various state agencies used existing rules and 
routines rather than develop special rules. Important decisions thus appeared obvious, natural, and 
reasonable” (March & Olsen, 1989: 36). Thus the decisions and actions carried out were made on 
the basis of existing rules and routines rather than through development of new special rules, made 
to fit the new situation. Decisions were characterised by ‘business as usual’, which dominated and 
challenged the development of new rules. However, throughout the process of dealing with a new 
situation, different actors learned different rules and concepts of appropriateness; therefore conflicts 
were not avoided in the area (March & Olsen, 1989: 34-37). Hence, in the beginning of the 
approach to a new area the actors may be able to choose among different rules, i.e. until logic of 
appropriateness has been established. This is the arena in which one set of rules might battle another 
set of rules to be established. 
 
This perspective on novelty and institutional change is very interesting within the approach of the 
present research, as Lithuania recently took the path of European integration. Institutional change 
will thus be elaborated on in the following section. 
 
3.1.6. Transformation and institutional change  
A conservative view of institutional development states that the development of institutions takes 
the path of evolution. In other words this means the survival of the most optimal rules. This is 
caused by the fact that there is competition for scarce resources, which results in a differential 
survival of institutions and rules that are optimal (March & Olsen, 1989: 54).  
The survival of an institution depends not only on satisfying current environmental and political 
conditions but also on an institution’s origin and history. According to March & Olsen, competitive 
pressure does not necessarily eliminate highly inefficient institutions, as institutions seem to endure 
far beyond the historical settings in which they developed as plausible responses and after it is 
forgotten what made them meaningful (March & Olsen, 1994: 261). Studying the Lithuanian nature 
protection administration in the present study, we will observe leftovers from the Soviet Union in 
the administrative system. We will return to this in the following chapters.   
The conservative approach towards the study of institutional development can, according to March 
& Olsen, be misleading in three ways: First, there is a considerable adaptiveness in institutions that 
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can be influenced. Second, the rules and routines of institutional life are relatively stable, but they 
are incomplete, which means that content can be filled in. Third, it is possible to produce 
comprehensive shocks in institutions that transform them relatively abruptly (March & Olsen, 1989: 
58). Hence, the evolutionary model of institutional change is not always capable of explaining 
everything in the view of March & Olsen, because it places too much trust in development always 
to be optimal and does not make enough room for the explanation of how institutional development 
can be influenced. 
 
Change comes from the environment. Institutions are influenced by their environment, but they can 
also affect the environment during the process of change. Institutional development thus 
discourages arbitrary structural changes, and “sometimes they change their environments rather 
than adapt to them” (March & Olsen, 1989: 55). As explained by March & Olsen there is mutual 
adaptation between institutions and their environments – therefore the environment also changes as 
a result of the interaction. A condition for the mutual adaptation is that it is likely to lead to stable 
outcomes that are not uniquely predicted by the initial environment (March & Olsen, 1994: 260).  
 
However, institutional change is not something that happens quickly: “Unless an environment is 
perfectly stable, or an institution instantaneously adaptive, of course, there will always be some 
delay in an adaptive process, thus some degree of mismatch between an environment and the 
institutions existing in it. But where an environment changes quickly relative to the rate at which an 
institution adapts, an adaptive process can easily and persistently fail to reach an equilibrium” 
(March & Olsen, 1989: 55). Caused to persistency in some organisations frequently, equilibria will 
never be met. However, these cases are theoretically unattractive as their outcome is indeterminable 
(March & Olsen, 1989: 56).10  
 
One important point is that institutions are more likely to change quickly in a stable environment, 
but when the environment is still undergoing transition, institutions may become rigid and very hard 
to get rid of. According to March & Olsen, a reason for this is: “[b]y shaping a change to make it 
more consistent with existing procedures and practices, institutions maintain stability in the face of 
pressure to change” (March & Olsen, 1989: 63). Lithuanian institutions were not stable by the day 
                                                 
10 This perspective is very interesting in the context of the present study, as Lithuania simply has to adapt to the EU 
nature conservation acquis, and thus cannot afford persistency and resistance in domestic administrations (See Chapter 
4, section 4.2.). 
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of accession to the European Community, as they recently went through a period of transition in all 
aspects of society. Therefore it is interesting to see whether they are trying to resist the impact from 
the EU as policies are enacted.  
Institutional change is neither something that comes easily, as resistance is common. March & 
Olsen describe how institutions transform themselves, through mundane processes of interpretation, 
reasoning, education, imitation and adaptation (March & Olsen, 1994: 262). However, “Processes 
of change tend to produce frustration, disorientation, resistance and conflicts as traditional 
identities and institutions that serve as a basis of social cohesion are challenged by reformers who 
try to adapt existing culture and institutions to their conceptions of new opportunities and to 
information about new environments” (March & Olsen, 1994: 263).  
The argument of March & Olsen is further that: “Institutions preserve themselves, partly by being 
resistant to many forms of change, partly by developing their own criteria of appropriateness and 
success, resource distributions, and constitutional rules. Routines are sustained by being embedded 
in a structure of routines, by socialization, and by the way they organize attention” (March & 
Olsen, 1989: 55). 
Hence, in order to make significant changes to a key institution, massive shocks may be necessary 
as well as considerable resources are necessary (March & Olsen, 1994: 263).  
 
Elaborating on the notion of institutional shocks, March & Olsen deal with the concept of radical 
shock. This shock may be imposed by extreme changes, like in the case of Lithuania – by the 
collapse of the Soviet empire. The collapse may have been expected, but it still lead to a complete 
change of the entire society, e.g. especially by the restructuring of the economic and political 
spheres. Also the requirements of EU membership create certain shocks, in an ongoing process, 
within the political and administrative spheres. Even though, EU requirements might not be a 
radical shock, as they have been induced step by step, demands from the European level (a new 
logic of appropriateness) might bring a shock through the institutional behaviour of the 
organisation, which may be the starting point of institutional change.  
The matter of institutional change can then be divided between the approach towards novelties and 
radical shock. Where the approach towards novelties is characterised by the use of old institutions 
and logic of appropriateness, the effects of institutional shocks are the destabilization of existing 
routines, procedures and understandings to make room for new ones. 
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One of the experiences from radical shock is that it is easier to produce change through shock, than 
it is to control what new combination of institutions and practices will evolve from the shock. 
However the main idea is to substitute one set of institutions with another. Herein rests a conflict, as 
the destruction of existing institutions reduces institutional constraints on non-institutional forces, 
and thereby reinforces non-institutional ones, creating a more un-segmented structure. At the same 
time, the creation of new institutions, establish new institution-based behaviour. Thus the two 
conflicting processes mix the image of change, and the prediction of outcomes becomes nearly 
impossible (March & Olsen, 1989: 65). Another reason for the impossibility of predicting the 
outcome of change is that change is transformed through the process of change, which means that it 
can be difficult also to specify what the changes mean (March & Olsen, 1989: 63).  
However, there is also, according to March & Olsen, a path dependency embedded in institutional 
change. Thus, they argue that outcomes of processes of institutional change are more influenced by 
‘the legacies of the old regimes’ than by the worldviews of the revolutionary actors (March & 
Olsen, 1989: 65).  
Even though March & Olsen take exception to the argument of a conservative approach, towards 
the matter of institutional development, they recognise that institutions learn from their experience. 
Of importance to this argument is, however, that there is a possibility that this learning will produce 
adjustments in ways of action that are slower or faster than appropriate.  
 
3.1.7. The conception of ‘institutions’ within the present study 
To sum up, we follow the definition of March & Olsen, and we understand institutions as directions 
of action, which become explicit through routines, procedures and understandings, and which form 
specific patterns of behaviour: ‘the ways of doing things’.  
The concept of institutions encompasses different means to direct action, among others; rules, 
routines and logic of appropriateness. Hence, human action is driven by logic of appropriateness, 
reflected in a structure of routines, procedures and understandings.  
Furthermore, inspired from Claus Hedegaard Sørensen, we understand it as a premise for an 
institution that is has become a super individual routinised practice (Sørensen, 2001: 38). Hence, 
institutions consist of routinised practices that structure and construct patterns of the courses of 
action within an organisation or among a group of interrelated people. Behaviour is path dependent 
in the sense that routines are products of history. Routines and emphasis on specific ways of doing 
things, thus challenges institutional change.   
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3.2. Europeanisation  
The concept of Europeanisation relates to theories of European integration and of ‘how Europe 
matters’. Scholars often refer to the concept when something within domestic political systems is 
changed caused to European integration (Vink, 2003: 1). Turning towards the recent enlargement of 
the European Union the concept is concerned with the effects of the enlargement process (Grabbe, 
2003: 310). Through the Europe Agreements, the Copenhagen Criteria as well as the required 
approximation to the full acquis communautaire, the new Central and Eastern European members 
(CEE) have over the past somewhat ten years formally been integrated in the union. Policies and 
institutional guidelines are ‘downloaded’ from the EU level and some argue that harmonisation is 
not only related to laws, but also to ‘European’ norms that the CEEs had to take upon them to 
become full members of the Union.  
Power relationships and intended effects – as well as unintended consequences – of the enlargement 
has become a new agenda for research, and the concept of Europeanisation is used to theorise the 
dynamics of this process (Grabbe, 2003).    
 
Drawing upon different scholars, the following presents a definition of Europeanisation that is used 
to explain causal mechanisms in the implementation process related to European integration and 
thus the relationship between the central Lithuanian nature protection administration and the 
European Commission in Brussels.  
 
3.2.1. Defining the concept 
Even though most studies refer to Europeanisation as the feedback process of European integration 
and change in core national political institutions (Vink, 2003: 3; Olsen, 2002: 932), the term is 
widespread and has been applied to several ways of analysing and describing processes of change.  
Inconsistency in the use of the concept thus make it necessary to elaborate on the present use and 
understanding of the concept as well as it makes the reflection upon the present context (a new 
member state) necessary when approaching a definition.  
To make a long story short, the general scientific use of Europeanisation seem to be spread along a 
continuum, where one end is occupied with policy-making at the European level and the other end 
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is occupied with the impact of European policies on different member states (Vink, 2003: 9; Olsen, 
2002: 923-24).11 
And again, some scholars place themselves in the middle of the field and argue that the effects of 
European integration cannot be seen as a process happening at either the European level or within 
the domestic spheres of the member states, but is a process that is formed in dynamic interaction 
between the two levels.    
 
In her article from 2002, Tanja A. Börzel, stresses the two-way structure embedded in processes of 
Europeanisation. Instead of taking either a top-down approach, which analyses how domestic 
structures are changed by European level policies – or a bottom-up approach, which analyses the 
dynamics of institution-building and policy-making at the European level – Börzel aims at inter-
linking the two dimensions. Within her approach, Börzel thus focuses on how member states 
strategically both upload their domestic policies to the European level as well as on how the 
member states adapt national institutions to European legislation as it is enacted (Börzel. 2002: 
195).    
Within this study we recognise the complexity and two-way causality involved in the process of 
European integration, but specifically in relation to this matter, we have to consider the present 
context. Using the example of EU environmental policy-making, one dimension of the focus in 
Börzel’s article is how diverse national policy preferences, within this process, illustrate the aim to 
minimise the implementation costs. Further the article emphasises how a member state is likely to 
choose among strategies according to its economic development, which influences both domestic 
regulation as well as action capacities (Börzel, 2002: 194). In other words, uploading of national 
policies is often used as an attempt to minimise the cost of European policies (Börzel, 2002: 196).  
Drawing on the argument of Heather Grabbe, we do, however, find it necessary to emphasise that 
the asymmetrical power relationship between the EU and new member states affects the possibility 
of uploading domestic policies and hence how Europeanisation occurs (Grabbe, 2003: 303). As 
stated in the introduction, the integration of East European member states into the European Union 
has thus, till now, been characterised by downloading of EU’s existing guidelines and policies. 
Laws and norms have been transferred into the domestic political and institutional spheres of new 
                                                 
11 Johan P. Olsen also emphasise other uses of Europeanisation, for instance as a tool in analyses of EU as a stronger 
political project and of EU in a larger political world order – e.g. how Europe exports its political ideas to non-
members. These uses of the concept will not be discussed within the present study.  
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member states that have been “consumers, not producers, of the outcomes of EU’s policy-making” 
(Grabbe, 2003: 313).  
However, not only the recent status as accession countries has faced the new member states with 
limited room for manoeuvre. Also it is argued that the membership conditions that were set in 
Copenhagen in 1993 (the Copenhagen Criteria) for Eastern applicant states go beyond the criteria 
for any previous applicant and the body of EU institutions has continuously monitored compliance 
with the obligations of membership, e.g. the acquis communautaire, and the ‘stability of institutions 
guaranteeing democracy’ (Grabbe, 2003: 307).  
Working within the boundaries of integrating new East European member states we recognise the 
importance of a limited scoop for uploading domestic policy structures to the European level. 
Hence, focusing on more dimensions, and complexity, embedded in the concept of Europeanisation, 
we refer to the impact of European policy-making on national legal systems and national as well as 
regional administrations and also the way in which styles of domestic spheres structure the effect of 
these policies as they are enacted.     
To sum up, it is important for us to state that we recognise the importance of national strategies of 
minimising implementation costs – and the possibility of uploading domestic structures as one such 
strategy – but that novelty of membership in this specific context limits the focus on duality to that 
happening at the national level.   
 
Turning towards the integration of East and Central European countries, Heather Grabbe uses a 
definition of Europeanisation that underlines the importance of change in the “logic of political 
behaviour”: “Europeanization consists of processes of (a) construction, (b) diffusion, and (c) 
institutionalisation of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy parameters, styles, ‘ways of 
doing things’, and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the EU 
policy process and then incorporated in the logic of domestic (national and subnational) discourse, 
identities, political structures, and public policies” (Grabbe, 2003: 309). 
This definition embraces both effects within formal political systems as well as changes in the 
underlying structures, norms and styles. It specifies both how and to what extent the EU affects 
national politics (Vink, 2003: 2). On the one hand, this definition can then be applied to the 
analytical arena of this study, but on the other hand, we must agree with the argument of Maarten 
Vink that this conception of Europeanisation – taken from Radaelli (2003: 30) – is so broad that it 
has the characteristics of an empirical question rather than a defining element (Vink, 2003: 2).  
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Drawing on Grabbe, this wide presentation of how Europe matters is “a useful way of 
distinguishing Europeanisation effects from the many other processes of change at work in the post-
communist political context” (Grabbe, 2003: 9). The concept of Europeanisation is, also in this 
study, used only to theorise the change of practices within the field of nature conservation that can 
be accredited to European integration and ‘down-loading’ of ‘ways of doing things’. However, as 
we use our empirical observations to explain how the implementation of the Habitats Directive has 
influenced national politics and ‘ways of doing things’, we need a definition that conceptualises 
how the dynamics of harmonisation, within an enlarged Europe, affects the implementation process. 
By ‘dynamics’ we refer to the inter-linkage between the European policy-making level and the new 
member states that are transposing policies into the framework of domestic administrations.     
Hence, we define the concept of Europeanisation as; “a process of change in national 
administrative practices that can be attributed to European Integration”.  
This conception is inspired from S. Hix and K. Goetz (Hix & Goetz, 2000: 27, from Vink, 2003: 2) 
and it provides the basis for our understanding of the effects of EU enlargement within the present 
study.   
 
In order to understand the context for the Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats Directive, and 
the administrative and political changes that are currently at work, we now move to an elaboration 
on the four explanatory factors that were briefly introduced in chapter 2 and which constitute a 
framework for our investigations within the present field of research.   
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4.0. The Lithuanian context 
Caused to the contemporary situation of being a country ‘in transition’, many changes are now 
happening in the Lithuanian society, and to give these changes perspectives we find it necessary to 
have knowledge on what Lithuania is ‘transiting’ from as well as knowledge on the framework for 
current changes. 
In order to give a comprehensive insight into the Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats 
Directive we therefore find it necessary to present important characteristics of the present 
Lithuanian context. In this chapter we elaborate upon the four explanatory factors, which have 
already been introduced and which shape the Lithuanian context.    
In order to present the administrative framework in which the Habitats Directive is now embedded, 
we start by explaining the characteristics of the former Lithuanian nature protection approach and to 
show the challenges that face the current Lithuanian nature protection administration we continue 
by introducing the requirements that have to be met by applicants and new members to the 
European Union. As the implementation of the Habitats Directive is dependent upon available 
human and financial resources, we proceed by approaching the characteristics of the environmental 
administrative capacity in new East European member states and close the chapter by briefly 
assessing aspects of transition economies as well as recent developments of the national Lithuanian 
budget.     
 
4.1. Former Lithuanian Nature Protection 
Lithuanians have a long tradition of living with nature and many still live in rural areas and thus 
within very natural areas (Bezaras & Vidmantas, pers. comm., 050322: 2). The Republic of 
Lithuania does however not have a long tradition of systemised nature protection. First of all the 
first strict nature reserve was established in 1937, which is late compared to the rest of the world; 
and secondly, Lithuania has not yet had a long time to establish its own system of nature protection 
after independence (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 5). 
Hence, traditions concerning nature protection rely upon the Soviet approach, which was a system 
based on two kinds of reserves: strict nature reserves and reserves (Raudonikis, 2004: 21). These 
reserves were kept untouched by intensive activity and were not managed for environmental 
purposes. People were allowed to go into the reserves, but not into strict nature reserves, which 
were kept exclusively for scientific research and the monitoring of natural development processes 
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or succession (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 5-6). Also activities such as extensive agriculture and 
grassing of animals were stopped within the strict nature reserves with the result of habitats 
becoming overgrown within these sites. Therefore, an explanation of the method of the Soviet 
system of protected areas may be that protected areas were fenced and thereafter left for natural 
succession.  
It is however important to notice that despite that all activities were removed from strict nature 
reserves; these areas, as there were no buffer zones, suffered from the intensive drainage systems. 
As mentioned also reserves were established during the Soviet era. There were many types of 
reserves and each type had a purpose of protecting specific objects (e.g. thermological, botanical, 
geological and hydrological reserves), and had its own regulation (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 
5). For instance in wetlands or ‘hydrological reserves’, drainage was not allowed and cranberry 
picking was prohibited (see further explanation of the different reserves in chapter 5).  
 
The first national park was established in 1974, “Lithuania’s National Park”12. It was the first 
national park in the Soviet Union, and in fact a quite unusual designation within the Soviet system 
of nature protection (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 5). After independence more national parks 
were established and also ‘regional parks’ invented. Further there have been established more strict 
nature reserves (there are currently four strict nature reserves in Lithuania).  
 
The Soviet system has thus served as a base for further extension of the protected areas system after 
independence. As the system of reserves still exists, the system that was established in Soviet times 
is remaining within the Lithuanian context, and the structure is currently the same: reserves, strict 
nature reserves and national parks – although the new type; ‘regional parks’ has been established. 
The system of reserves is, as the botanist Raimondas Ciuplys emphasises, related to “type 
protection – not area protection” (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 6).  
A change from the former Soviet system is further that so-called zoning of the larger protected 
territories is now carried out (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 6; Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 4); 
this means that zones divide the protected areas into functional zones, which for instance determine 
specific areas to be ‘recreational zones’ or ‘zones for nature protection’ (similar in regional parks). 
Also strict nature reserves now have buffer zones. The zoning of the protected areas depends on the 
MoE, and today the responsibility lies within the State Protected Areas Service (SPAS), and the 
                                                 
12 From 1991 it was renamed the Aukštaitija national park; the current protected area is 30 289 ha. 
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Forest Department for protected forest areas (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 4; Ciuplys, pers. 
comm., 050330: 6).  
Caused to the large and very natural areas still remaining in Lithuania, there is not much awareness 
about nature protection among the public, and hence nature protection has never had a strong 
political position within the Lithuanian society. The current required attention towards this policy 
area is therefore a change compared to previous times (Morkvenas, pers. comm., 050402: 2). 
 
4.2. A New Member State in the European Union 
As stated in the introduction to the study the European Union expanded its number of member 
states with 10 new states on the 1st of May 2004. The majority of the new member states are Central 
and Eastern European Countries, Lithuania among these – and as we shall see in the following, the 
recent status as ‘applicant’ state is important to understand contemporary institutional changes 
resulting from integration into this European political project.    
Before applicant states to the European Union can have their ‘accession treaty’ ratified and 
officially gain membership, there is however a set of criteria that must be complied with (Keilbach, 
2001: 51-52). These criteria have been argued to go beyond those for any previous applicants 
(Grabbe, 2003: 307), and central to these criteria are demonstration of behavioural commitment to 
both the acquis communautaire as well as the ‘acquis politique’. The former refers to the entire 
body of EU law, with its directives, regulations and decisions adopted on the basis of various 
treaties. Hence, the term describes all the principles, policies, laws and objectives that have been 
agreed by the EU including interpretations of the European Court of Justice, and all international 
agreements signed by the European Commission. The latter, ‘acquis politique’, refers to the 
political aims of the EU (Keilbach, 2001: 46).  
 
EU formally invited the ten states trough the ‘Europe Agreements’ that were signed with each of the 
countries from 1993 and onwards (Grabbe, 2003: 308). This agreement was signed with Lithuania 
in June 1995 and in December 1995 Lithuania formally submitted country’s official application for 
EU membership. The Europe Agreement came into force in February 199813, and as this agreement 
is the framework within which each member state prepares for membership of the EU, negotiations 
on a future membership started. However, before such negotiations can even begin, applicant states 
have to meet the ‘Copenhagen Criteria’, which covers a set of political and economic conditions 
                                                 
13 www.europa.int/comm/enlargement/pas/europe_agr.htm 
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presented after a European Council meeting in Copenhagen in June 1993 (Keilbach, 2001: 5; 
Grabbe, 2003: 308). Since consolidation of democratic values and stabilization of development and 
transformation programs have, in this recent enlargement process, been a primary goal of the EU, 
central to these criteria are:   
- Stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights – and respect 
for the protection of minorities  
- Existence of a functioning market economy 
- The capacity to cope with competitive pressures and market forces within the single market 
- Adherence to the aims of political, economic and monetary union 
- Reinforcement of the administrative structures (added in 1995).  
 
Successful negotiations, during which each applicant state demonstrates appropriate behavioural 
commitment, then result in an ‘accession treaty’ – and not until this treaty is ratified by both 
member states and applicant states, the candidate country becomes a member state (Keilbach, 2001:  
51-52). The behavioural commitment, and hence ‘readiness’ to join the club, is assessed by the EU 
via a so-called ‘screening process’. This process allow the EU to monitor gaps between promises 
and action as well as the screening process keeps applicant states on task with the accession 
challenge. The argument for this examination of applicant states is that of “widening without 
jeopardizing deepening” (Keilbach, 2001: 49, 55). Further the EU use reports from these processes 
to adjust aid and investment programs and to encourage applicant states to pay attention to and 
improve specific policies (Keilbach, 2001: 55). During the screening process the European 
Commission reports on the progress of each applicant, and subsequent to a screening the 
Commission then presents its opinion to the Council of Ministers and recommends whether or not 
accession negotiations should be accomplished (Keilbach, 2001: 49). 
 
The individual screening process of applicant states also covers approximation within the 
environmental field14, and as Lithuania started formal negotiations and preparations for accession, 
new elementary changes were thus brought into Lithuanian environmental policy (Rydén, 2003: 
716). Hence, membership of the EU serves as a strong incentive for CEECs to adopt a host of 
environmental policies aimed at harmonization with those of the EU (Keilbach, 2001: 33). 
                                                 
14 www.europa.int/comm/enlargement/pas/europe_agr.htm 
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The environmental chapter in the acquis comprises some 850 pieces of legislation (McCormick, 
2001: 17) and to avoid downward levelling it applies for this policy field that transitional periods 
have not been agreed15. This means that from the 1st May 2004, Lithuania, as well as the other new 
member states, had to comply with the common environmental legislation – and even though the 
new members “have considerable discretion in choosing the most appropriate national mechanism 
to reflect EU environmental obligations” (Keilbach, 2001: 46), it was thus demanded that directives 
were actually implemented and enforced by the day of accession (Keilbach, 2001: 34).16 
 
The EU does however recognise the high costs of approximating to the environmental acquis, and 
have also contributed to the process through pre-accession funding. Concerning issues of nature 
protection it has primarily been through the instruments of LIFE17 and PHARE18, which both have 
included preparatory work for the establishment of the Natura 2000 network in new member states 
(WWF, 2003: 8). PHARE is a European Commission programme, which supports the development 
of Central European countries and aims at facilitating their future membership of the European 
Union, e.g. through support to the adaptation of national environmental legislation to EU 
legislation. As the PHARE-programme is a pre-accession programme, it is currently being outfaced. 
  
As mentioned, recent applicants like Lithuania, were eager to join the EU and has for more than a 
decade worked on adopting the attitudes and the policies of the EU-15. The EU is however 
expected to continuously broaden its commitment to environmental protection – also at the national 
level – and even though ten applicants recently became official members, it has been argued that the 
new member states “…may find themselves operating at the ‘seat of their pants’ for decades to 
come, always in the anxiety-creating position of catching up” (Keilbach, 2001: 42).  
 
In chapter five we focus on approximation to the part of the environmental acquis that is concerned 
with nature protection. Hence, with point of departure in the Habitats Directive and Lithuania we 
return to the matter of implementing EU legislation in new member states in the following chapters.    
 
                                                 
15 www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/nature_conservation/eu_enlargement 
16 Here the process of implementing refers to the matter of providing institutions and budgets necessary to carry out the 
laws and regulations (Keilbach, 2001: 47). 
17 Financial instrument for the Environment.  
18 Poland and Hungary Assistance for the Restructuring of the Economy. 
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4.3. Administrative capacity 
The necessary investment costs in the environmental field are huge, in order to comply with the 
environmental acquis that we explained above (Keilbach, 2001: 51). Further, the complete 
adaptation of EU environmental policy demands institutional capacity building, which is considered 
a substantial challenge to the environmental administrations in new East European member states 
(European Commission, 1998b: 4).  
The challenge is, according to Magnus Andersson, especially great as these countries have shown a 
general tendency to transmit former Soviet administrative approaches with only minor 
justifications, and hence – despite transitions in the region – many communist bureaucratic 
characteristics are still reflected within environmental administrative systems (Andersson, 2003: 
683).  
As old structures remain, one characteristic is for instance that environmental administrations stay 
centralised and local authorities, which are obliged to organise and implement environmental 
protection plans, stay weak. The European Bank of Reconstruction and Development has identified 
several problems related to existing environmental institutions, among these it was found that there 
seems to be a general confusion of responsibilities, which is currently reflected in a fragmentation 
of responsibilities. Control institutions as well as inspectorates face serious budgetary constraints, 
and hence these are understaffed and suffer from shortages of specialists, suffer from inadequate 
transport and suffer from a lack of equipment. Further, the professional bias has been criticised as 
professionals employed within the environmental administrations are mostly specialists and 
technical professionals. Hence, there is a lack of expertise concerning environmental management – 
especially within the fields of enforcement, law, economic development and policy analysis 
(Andersson, 2003: 683).  
Andersson argues that the challenges of environmental restructuring in Eastern Europe call for 
changed attitudes towards environmental protection. In order to overcome the substantial challenges 
from environmental protection reforms, there is a need to strengthen environmental protection 
administrations. One improvement could be to attract skilled experts and policy-makers, to the 
environmental administrations. In order to do that, the public administrations must however at least 
offer salaries that are compatible with those of the private sector (Andersson, 2003: 683).  
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4.4. Economic Development since Independence 
The political revolution in 1989-91 and applications for EU membership initiated a transition from a 
planned or ‘command’ economy to a market economy within Lithuania and the other CEECs that 
were included in the European club in May 2004. Included in these economic reformations were 
fundamental restructuring of production and the process of production (Mygind, 2004: 2) and 
transition was expected to boost economic activity (Aage, 2002: 639-50). Reality was however that 
the countries in transition experienced a steep decline in production. As each country is unique, 
there have been variations in how fast each of the countries in transition has turned around, but 
generally the Baltic countries passed the 1989 production level only in 2000. As argued by Niels 
Mygind, the implementation of market institutions is a serious process and it takes much more 
effort to build up a new system that needs new technologies and capital, than it takes to tear the old 
one down (Mygind, 2004: 4). There are several factors that explain the drastic fall in production in 
the first stages of transition, but the main explanations are the lack of financial resources for the 
economic restructuring process and the gap between the production methods and the new market 
economic structure (Mygind, 2004: 2, 14). Although living standards – in most of the CEECs are 
now at least as good as they were before the transition started, the transition reflects a process that 
has been tough for many groups within these societies (Mygind, 2004: 17).  
In Lithuania, growth in Gross Domestic Product (GDP) fell from 1.5 in 1989 to minus 21.3 in 1992  
(Mygind, 2004: 4, see graph below) and even though the Lithuanian growth in GDP has rapidly 
increased since 1999 (State of the environment 2002: 5), GDP per capita was in 2004 5700 US$19 
(Dansk Industri, 2005: 2). To compare with an old EU member state, GDP per capita in Denmark 
was 40.500 US$ the same year (Dansk Industri, 2005:2), and hence, the lower level of GDP per 
capita in Lithuania provide similar lower levels of income for the State Budget. 
                                                 
19 2003 prices. 
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 Figure 4.1. Development of growth in GDP in Lithuania 1989 – 2003 (Mygind, 2004: 3-4).  
 
Hence, whereas the low level of economic activity (compared to the EU-15), throughout the 1990s, 
has meant a brief relief for the environment (Mygind, 1997: 5), contemporary economic 
development has made less room for investments in environmental protection. Because, as Hans 
Aage argues, the challenges in the economic area are, at the expense of the environment, currently 
the top priority for most politicians (Aage, 1998: 206).  
Another consequence of economic restructuring is an ongoing land reform. As the central focus of 
this reform is re-privatisation of land, the number of private land plots constantly increases (State of 
the environment, 2002: 95), and with them the challenge of negotiating with private interests. This 
restructuring of ownership rights is especially important to the policy field of nature protection 
since landowners are currently requiring promises of compensation if state authorities want to 
designate protected areas on private land (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 24).    
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5.0. The Habitats Directive 
In this chapter we present the EU Habitats Directive as well as its consequences for Lithuania. The 
chapter provides a general introduction to the requirements of EU directives, implementation as 
well as the means of enforcement and sanctioning of the EU, towards the national states. Following 
this we introduce the contents and objectives of the EU Habitats Directive, including a brief 
introduction to the Lithuanian contributions of habitats and species of community importance. 
Further, we investigate the general Lithuanian approach towards the implementation of the 
directive, and as mentioned in chapter 1 (limitations), focus will be on transposition, designation 
and management plans. Finally, we introduce a case study to support our investigations in the 
central administration, which are presented in chapter 6.  
5.1. Implementing a European Union Directive – a general introduction  
Dealing with the Habitats Directive it is of relevance to look first at what a Directive means to a 
member state and how the European Commission monitors the implementation of directives in 
national states. This is necessary in order to understand the characteristics of the implementation 
process in Lithuania, which we study in the latter part of this chapter. The purpose of this first part 
is thus to clarify the regulative instruments of the EU and to point out the means of monitoring and 
enforcement that the EU Commission holds.  
 
The EU is the most influential supranational body in the world, in the sense that it can issue 
legislation that is directly binding for its member states – a right that is stated in the Treaty 
Establishing the European Community (TEC). It means that the EU can issue legislation, with the 
purpose of harmonising the legislation of member states in order to avoid obstacles, e.g. for the 
implementation of the Common Market. Yet, the member states still hold sovereignty in most areas, 
as the powers of the EU lies mainly within policy areas dealing with the consequences of the 
Common Market (McCormick, 2001: 18).  
The EU has different means to harmonise legislation at different levels. The most influential means 
are regulations that are not to be transposed into national law, as they go immediately into force on 
a specified date. The next level is directives that are not directly binding to the member states. On 
the contrary they make room for individual transposition of the content, into national law, and thus 
for the member states to decide how to achieve the goals or objectives of the directive, within the 
specified deadlines. Hereafter, the member states are obliged to continuously report to the European 
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Commission, on how they plan to achieve the goals of a directive, as well as how they currently 
comply with it. Most directives are focused on general policy objectives and only some are aimed at 
harmonisation (McCormick, 2001: 71-72). 
Regulations and directives are without doubt the most influential means of EU regulation, but the 
EU can also issue decisions. These are binding only for a specific party, and they can be aimed at 
only one member state or even at individuals. Additionally recommendations and opinions are often 
used to state a point about the development and implementation of EU policies, and thus have 
indirect legal effect (McCormick, 2001: 73-74). 
5.2. Implementation and enforcement of EU directives 
As the Habitats Directive originates from the EC Treaty that all the member states have signed, 
national states have no legal options to avoid implementation. Because the EU both issues 
legislation, as well as this institution also has means to see through the national implementation of 
this legislation.  
Article 211 EC states that the Commission must monitor the performance of the member states 
(McCormick, 2001: 135). According to McCormick, unfortunately, the body of EU environmental 
law has grown much faster than the resources of the DG-Environment. Consequently, there is 
currently a lack staff to monitor the transposition and implementation of every law, in every 
member state (McCormick, 2001: 138). The enlargement of the European territory with ten new 
member states is not likely to ease this problem.  
According to Connelly & Smith (2003) the major part of monitoring and implementation of EU 
directives is thus in the hands of the member states themselves. Each member state is normally 
required to file a compliance letter with the Commission, indicating the actions they have taken to 
implement the relevant legislation. These reports are to be presented every three years. When the 
Commission takes the view that a breach has occurred, it will deliver a formal notice to the 
concerned member state. After a formal reply the Commission will issue an opinion that sets out the 
grounds for its belief that the member state has not complied. The opinion must also point out 
which steps the Commission expects the member state to take, together with a timetable for action. 
If a member state still does not comply, it will be taken to the European Court of Justice that can 
impose a penalty payment. 
Yet, most important is that the Commission has no independent method for checking and 
monitoring implementation in the national states. And what is quite unusual is that the 
Commission’s response is mainly based on information supplied by the member states themselves – 
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and from NGOs as well as from other states. According to Connelly & Smith, environmental groups 
and NGO’s can have a great influence, ensuring that states comply with the directives. However, on 
the other hand member states without an active environmental movement may be relatively lax in 
both their interpretation and their implementation of environmental policy (Connelly & Smith, 
2003: 265-7).  
The result of this may be that the states that are most attentive in issuing reports will be the ones, 
which are reprimanded the most by the Commission, simply because they are supplying the 
evidence on which the Commission bases its judgements (Connelly & Smith, 2003: 265-7). 
 
The European Commission plays a key role in insuring that the member states implement the 
required measures properly and in time, because they possess measures of enforcement. However, 
exceeding the deadlines is more common than not among the member states, when it comes to 
implementing directives (Moe, 2001: 234-5).  
In relation to the implementation of the Natura 2000 network, the Commission has taken other and 
somewhat stronger tools of sanctioning into use. Hence, the Commission warned some of the EU-
15 member states, which had done a particularly bad job of implementing the Habitats Directive, 
that unless they nominate a sufficient number of areas to be included in the Natura 2000 network, 
their applications for EU Structural Funds, would not be assessed (Diaz, 2001: 293).  
 
Having outlined the general principles behind EU legislation and directives, we now turn towards 
the Habitats Directive and the Lithuanian implementation process.  
 
5.3. The Habitats Directive 
The Habitats Directive is the Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of 
natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora. Together with the Birds Directive it forms the core of 
EU nature protection legislation, which aims at the establishment of the so-called Natura 2000 
network. The Habitats Directive has become a cornerstone in European environmental 
management, as a result of its highly ambitious and far-reaching character as regards protection of 
natural habitats, species and the habitats of species. This has been emphasised by the Commission 
itself as well as by the European Court of Justice (Anker in Naturrådet, 2003: 6).  
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5.3.1. The objectives 
The preamble outlines the aims and objectives of the Directive. Here, it is stated that the 
preservation, protection and improvement of the quality of the environment, is an essential 
objective of general interest pursued by the Commission, (which is also stated in Article 174 EC). 
Therefore the main aim of the Directive is to promote the maintenance of biodiversity, taking 
account of economic, social, cultural and regional requirements, and thereby to make a contribution 
to the general sustainable development (Habitats Directive, 1992: 2).  
Concerned about the continuing deterioration of natural habitats and an increasing number of wild 
species becoming seriously threatened in the territory of the EU member states, the Commission has 
decided that it is necessary to take measures at Community level to conserve them. Community 
measures are required because of the transboundary nature of the threats and because the natural 
habitats and species form part of a common natural heritage.  
The Habitats Directive meets this aim through designation of Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) 
for habitats and species.  SAC's must, according to Article 4 be designated within the national 
territory, and they must be based on “relevant scientific information” (Habitats Directive, Article 
4.1).  
Article 2 states that: “Measures taken pursuant to this Directive shall be designed to maintain or 
restore, at favourable conservation status, natural habitats and species of wild fauna and flora of 
Community interest”. The species and habitats of community interest are outlined respectively in 
Annex I and Annex II of the Directive.  
The favourable conservation status is described respectively for habitats and for species. The 
definition of favourable conservation status for habitats, according to Article 1 is: “the sum of the 
influences acting on a natural habitat and its typical species that may affect its long-term natural 
distribution, structure and functions as well as the long-term survival of its typical species…” For 
species the favourable conservation status is “the sum of the influences acting on the species 
concerned that may affect the long-term distribution and abundance of its populations within the 
territory…” (Habitats Directive, Article 1(e) and 1(i): 4-5).20 
 
                                                 
20 For habitats the favourable conservation status occurs when the natural range and coverage is stable or increasing and 
when the structure and functions necessary for its long-term maintenance exist, as well as when the conservation status 
of its typical species is favourable. For species the favourable conservation status occurs when the population dynamics 
data on the species indicate that it is maintaining itself on a long-term basis and when the natural habitats of the species 
are not being reduced and will continue to be sufficiently large to maintain its populations on a long-term basis 
(Habitats Directive, Article 1(e) and 1(i): 4-5). 
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On 4th February 1998, the European Commission adopted a Communication on a European 
Biodiversity Strategy. With this strategy, the EU reinforces its efforts to find solutions for 
biodiversity within the framework of the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity 
(European Commission, 1998). Biodiversity is defined in the Convention on Biological Diversity as 
“the variability among living organisms from all sources, including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine, 
and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are part; this includes 
diversity within species, between species and of eco-systems” (European Commission, 1998a: 2).  
This definition fits well with the major aim of the Habitats Directive, which is to maintain species 
and habitats at a favourable conservation status. Hence, the EU’s Biodiversity Strategy has, as one 
of its objectives, the full implementation of the Natura 2000 network (Anker, 2003:5). 
5.3.2. The central obligations in the Directive’s Article 6 
The Habitats Directive can be divided into two parts; Article 3-11, which relate to the conservation 
of natural habitats as well as the habitats of species, whereas Article 12-16 are concerned with the 
protection of species. The present study is concerned primarily with protection of species and 
habitats in protected areas, which is the reason that we will focus our attention towards the first part 
of the Directive.  
The Article that has attracted most attention is Article 6, which deals with the management 
measures for the Natura 2000 network. Hence it sets up the requirements for preserving natural 
habitats and species at a favourable conservation status. It thus obliges the member states to:  
 
6.1. Establish necessary conservation measures  
6.2. Take appropriate steps to avoid the deterioration of natural habitats and the habitats of species, 
as well as significant disturbance of the species in designated areas 
6.3. Assess the implications of plans and projects, likely to have significant impact on management 
of the site, and 
6.4. Only allow plans or projects with negative implications, if imperative reasons of overriding 
public interest are present (Anker, 2003: 10). 
 
We will return to the content of and proceedings on Article 6 in section 5.6.1. below.  
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5.3.3. Compliance with the deadlines of the Habitats Directive 
In the following we will specify the deadlines for the implementation of the Habitats Directive in 
the new EU member states, in order to be able to determine how Lithuania is proceeding.  
Generally, regarding the legal transposition of the Directive and the implementation of the Natura 
2000 network, no transition periods were agreed. During the accession period, the accession 
countries have been encouraged to implement the EU nature directives as early as possible. The 
argument of the EU has been that the nature conservation legislation is horizontal, and needs early 
attention, as it must be taken into account when implementing other EU-policies, e.g. transport or 
agricultural policy. Thus, accession countries had to implement the Habitats Directive from 
accession and onwards, although some requirements had to be fulfilled already by the date of 
accession, 1st May 2004 
(www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/nature_conservation/eu_enlargement). 
 
Below, we have outlined the implementation deadlines of the Habitats Directive:  
Deadlines to be fulfilled by Requirements  
The day of accession, 1st 
May 2004 
Transposition of legal requirements into national law and their 
implementation as well as the nomination (proposition) of a 
complete national list of proposed Sites of Community Importance 
(pSCI), and the submission of all relevant data to the European 
Commission (Natura 2000 database). 
1st May 2004 and onwards Application of Articles 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 for all pSCIs. 
2007 (within 3 years of 
accession) 
Bio-geographic process leading to the establishment of Community 
lists of Sites of Community Importance (SCI). 
2013 (within 9 years of 
accession) 
Designation of SCIs as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)21 in 
the national legislation. For SACs the member states have to 
establish the necessary conservation measures as described in 
Article 6.1. 
Table 5.1: Deadlines of the implementation of the Habitats Directive in the new EU member states. 
(www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/nature_conservation/ eu_enlargement).  
5.4. Lithuanian natural habitats and species of Community importance 
Lithuania is situated on the Eastern part of the Baltic Coast, and is part of the great Northern 
European Plain. The landscape alternates between hilly areas and flat plains with two elevated 
regions: the Aukstaiciai Highlands and Zemaiciai Highlands, which reach up to 290 m above sea 
level. Lithuania has 758 rivers whose length exceeds 10 km. The longest is Nemunas, which is a 
                                                 
21 SAC is a term used after the final approval. pSCIs becomes SCIs after consideration in the Commission as well as at 
the bio-geographical seminar, and after final approval they become SACs. 
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transboundary river stretching over 460 km in length. There are more than 2800 lakes over 0.5 ha in 
size.  
Traditionally Lithuania has been considered an agricultural country. During the 19th-20th centuries 
an expansion of the farmland took place, especially after the Soviet occupation in 1941, where 
intensive drainage was carried out. The Soviet system saw an economical potential in agriculture in 
Lithuania, i.e. because of large precipitation and many wetlands, and included reclaim of all 
possible lands for intensive agriculture (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 1). 
Today forests cover 30 % of the country’s territory. The main tree species are pine (40%), spruce 
(20%) and birch (18%). Wetlands account for about 7% of the total area (WCMC, 2000: 5).  
The large forested areas22 as well as the many wetlands results in a high diversity of ecosystems and 
species. Hence, 1796 species of vascular plants, 6050 species of fungi, 70 species of mammals, 321 
species of birds, 7 species of reptiles, 13 species of amphibians and 96 species of fish have been 
recorded in Lithuania (WCMC, 2000: 5). A complete list of Lithuanian habitats and species of 
Community Interest is found in Annex 2 of this study.  
 
To provide a basis for the designation of protected areas according to the Habitats Directive, Europe 
has been divided into 7 bio-geographic regions: Alpine, Atlantic, Boreal, Continental, 
Macaronesian, Mediterranean and Pannonic. After the Commission has accepted the national lists 
of designated areas, the lists are organised according to the bio-geographic regions, in order for the 
Commission to give a joint accept for the proposals for the countries of the bio-geographic region 
(www.sns.dk23). The Commission’s formal accept is made at the so-called bio-geographic seminars, 
which are held for every bio-geographic region.  
Lithuania is part of the Boreal bio-geographic region. The boreal region covers North Eastern 
Europe, i.e. Sweden, Finland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. This region is characterised by its 
northern latitude, e.g. with very different seasons, long winters with harsh and cold conditions, and 
the upper part of the region reaches into the arctic zone.  
Most of Lithuania has continental climate; very cold and long winters and hot summers. Hence, the 
habitats and species of Lithuania are also characterised primarily by habitats and species, which 
thrive under such extreme climate conditions.  
                                                 
22 The presence of large forested areas after the breakdown of the Soviet regime is related to a strategic forestry carried 
out by the Soviets. 50% of the timber used in Lithuania was imported from the large Russian woods, in return for 
agricultural products (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 14). 
23 http://www2.skovognatur.dk/natura2000/om_natura2000/Natura2000_europa/biogeografiske_regioner.htm 
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In Lithuania 53 of the habitat types, listed in Annex I, as well as 49 of the species, listed in Annex 
II, are present (see Annex II). 
Investigating the importance of Lithuanian habitats and species for the European Community, we 
turned to Raimondas Ciuplys, who is a Lithuanian botanical expert. According to Ciuplys it is 
difficult to give a precise list of the importance of different natural values. However, the following 
habitats may be attributed to be the most important Lithuanian contributions to the Natura 2000 
network: Coastal habitats24, wetland habitats (with active raised bog), western taiga, alluvial forests 
and gypsum karst lakes (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 2-3). The latter is a habitat type that has 
only been identified in North Lithuania and in Latvia, and it has been proposed and included in 
Annex I of the Habitats Directive on the initiative of these countries. Gypsum Karst Lakes are oval 
sinkholes, (10-20 m in diameter and up to 5 m deep) that causes soil and land subsidence and which 
are themselves caused by the dissolution of gypsum in water. Most sinkholes are dry, but some are 
partly filled with water and turned into small karst lakes (www.network21.org.uk)25  
Concerning Lithuanian species of European importance, it is not easy to measure the contribution of 
Lithuania. There is a lack of data on the number of individuals of some species, and of the coverage 
of some habitats (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 5; Kaisnauskaite, pers. comm., 050404: 5), and it 
is thus difficult to compare these nature values with the total amount in Europe. However, it is 
important to mention that wolf (Canis Lupus) and beaver (Castor fiber) are actually quite abundant 
in Lithuania, and that the country has been allowed an exception in regard to these two species. 
Therefore Lithuania is not obliged to designate areas to protect wolf and beaver, but has instead 
been requested to regulate these species (Habitats Directive, Annex II: 22).  
 
5.4.1. Current and future threats to species and habitats in Lithuania 
We have seen above that the EU Commission is concerned with current deterioration of species and 
habitats, which is one of the primary reasons for the establishment of the Natura 2000 network. 
Therefore it becomes relevant also to point out current and future threats towards Lithuanian species 
and habitats.  
                                                 
24 Lithuania has only about 90 km of coastline. However, the Curonian Spit – a Unesco protected dune landscape – 
makes up an important part of this coastline, which may be the reason that Ciuplys finds it important.  
25 http://www.network21.org.uk/go/environmental-news/exclusive_features/exclusive_features_lakes_gypsum.htm  
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On the basis of the conducted interviews, we have been able to determine the following current 
threats:  
Threat Source of knowledge 
Currently overgrowing of wetlands due to 
decades of inactive management  
Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322; Greimas, pers. 
comm., 050314; Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330 
Drainage of wetlands because of agricultural 
interests 
Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330 
Intensive forestry and sanitary cuttings26 Greimas, pers. comm., 050314; Ciuplys, pers. 
comm., 050330; Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322 
Expansion of car ownerships, that make it 
possible to reach before untouched areas 
Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330 
Recreation and tourism  Greimas, pers. comm., 050314; Drobelis, pers. 
comm., 050319; Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322 
Urbanisation Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322; Greimas, pers. 
comm., 050314; Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330 
Table. 5.2. Current threats towards Lithuanian species and habitats. 
 
For the future the following could be threats towards natural habitats and species in Lithuania: 
Threat Source of knowledge 
Continuation of passive management (that leads 
to deterioration of habitats) 
Drobelis, pers. comm., 050319; Stoncius, pers. 
comm., 050322; Greimas, pers. comm., 050314 
Intensive agriculture with use of fertilizers and 
pesticides 
Greimas, pers. comm., 050405; Ciuplys, pers. 
comm., 050330 
An increase of industrial activities and pollution Greimas, pers. comm., 050405 
Transport and infrastructure development 
(Only upgrading of infrastructure is necessary 
and the threat depends on the consideration of 
the Natura 2000 network in this upgrading) 
Greimas, pers. comm., 050405; Klimavicius, 
pers. comm., 050315; Ciuplys, pers. comm., 
050330 
Table 5.3. Future threats towards Lithuanian species and habitats.  
5.5. The Lithuanian implementation process 
In this section we look first at the Lithuanian organisation of the nature protection administration. 
Further, we look through the Lithuanian approach towards nature protection in the Law on 
Protected Areas. And finally, we look at some of the characteristics in the Lithuanian protected 
areas system, in relation to the establishment of the Natura 2000 network. It is on the basis of these 
indicative preconditions that we then look at the Lithuanian implementation in practice. 
5.5.1. The Lithuanian nature protection administration 
The MoE is divided into several main departments, and the responsibility for the Habitats Directive 
lies within the ‘Nature Protection Department’. Two divisions within this department are directly 
                                                 
26 Removal of deadwood in areas with conventional timber logging 
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occupied with the Habitats Directive; The Biological Diversity Division, dealing with the protection 
of species, and the Protected Areas Strategy Division (SPAD). The latter is occupied with the 
development of policies and strategies for protected areas, with organising the designation of 
protected areas, and with the coordination of implementation and management of Natura 2000 as 
well as with communication with the European Commission (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 2). 
Under the MoE is the State Protected Areas Service (SPAS) that implements the directive in 
practice and is responsible for the administrations of protected areas. Also the Forest Department, 
under the MoE, participates in the establishing of forest habitats, but is not a main responsible actor 
within the process. Under the Forestry Department is the ‘General Forest Enterprise’, which is 
implementing forestry regulations throughout the country. This unit organises the 42 state forest 
enterprises (Kaisnauskaite, pers. comm., 050404).  
As Natura 2000 areas have mainly been designated in already protected areas, it is the intention that 
already existing administrations of these areas are responsible for any necessary management of 
most sites. Management plans are developed at the central level and provided local administrations. 
There are 8 Regional Environmental Protection Departments as well as 56 decentralised 
municipalities where each has their own environmental division. However, neither of these subunits 
have any direct responsibilities for the designation of Natura 2000 sites or for establishing 
management within these sites.  
As well as the SPAD takes care of the communication with the European Commission, this unit 
also deals with local authorities and landowners.   
Hence, looking at the administrative structure, it is the SPAD and the SPAS that are the main 
working groups in the implementation process, and the strategies of these divisions do not pass 
through any intermediate decision-making stages, when carried out. On the basis of this knowledge 
we will, in the analysis in chapter 6, focus primarily on these two units.  
 
The organisational chart of the Lithuanian MoE is outlined below: 
 64
 
Figure X: Organisation of the Ministry of Environment (www.am.lt) 
5.5.2. The Law on Protected Areas 
The Law on Protected Areas covers all protected areas in Lithuania, and is hence of relevance also 
for pSCIs. The Law on Protected Areas was made in 1975 by a geographer, professor Kavaliauskas, 
from the University of Vilnius. Kavaliauskas made the law for the protection of natural objects: 
“Protected areas are established in order to preserve territorial complexes and objects (values) of 
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the natural and cultural heritage, landscape variations and biological diversities, to ensure 
ecological balance of the landscape, balanced use and restoration of natural resources, to establish 
conditions for cognitive tourism, scientific researches and monitoring of the environment status, 
propagate territorial complexes and objects (values) of the natural and cultural heritage” (Law on 
Protected Areas, 2001 amendment: Article 3).  
The quote shows the very general intent of the law, with no specific focus on habitats and species 
(biodiversity) as in the Habitats Directive. The focus of the law is landscape conservation, which 
aims to protect natural landscapes and cultural elements (so-called landscape complexes). The law 
is based on type protection, which divides protected areas into reserves with different objects of 
protection; and protection of biodiversity occurs only when it is the focus of the reserve. The 
different reserve types are: geological, geo-morphological, hydrographical, pedological, botanical, 
zoological, botanical-zoological, genetic, reserve of thelmathium27 and thalassic (Law on Protected 
Areas, 2001: 8). 
The general content of the law is shown in the system based on recreational resources and landscape 
protection, with no clear-cut description of what a ‘landscape complex’ is, of what exactly should 
be protected, of what the share of traditional protection should be and of what the share of different 
natural habitats should be (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 10).  
The type protection in the Law on Protected Areas does not have specific types called Natura 2000 
sites. Hence, when an area is designated as a pSCI, it is declared a protected area, and is fitted into 
the existing legislative system for protected areas – a process that is still in progress. 
According to Raimondas Ciuplys, the problem is that the old system, with its general regulation and 
general rules, now covers a network that requires new regulation and new rules (Ciuplys, pers. 
comm., 050330: 7). 
 
Status quo at the time of independence was that 4.7% of the country was designated as protected 
areas; 3 strict nature reserves; 1 national park and 172 nature reserves (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 
050330). After the implementation of the Natura 2000 network, the first list of designated pSCIs 
covered 2.8% of the national territory, which was, as mentioned, insufficient (Greimas, pers. comm. 
050314: 5). 
 
                                                 
27 This is referred to as thelmological reserves, and includes the protection of typical and unique bog complexes. 
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In the following we look through some of the characteristic means that Lithuania has used during 
the implementation of the Habitats Directive.   
5.5.3. National criteria for designation 
Annex III of the Habitats Directive outlines criteria for designation of Natura 2000 sites. In 
Lithuania however, the designation of areas has been carried out according to a list of national 
criteria28. According to Edmundas Greimas these criteria state which areas should be appointed as 
habitat areas, and how many individuals of a species there must be observed within an area in order 
to qualify for designation (e.g. beetles or birds). The list of criteria was one of the early legislative 
documents, which was considered useful, because all the experts, foreign as well as domestic, 
would then have the same basis for proposing Natura 2000 sites. Today it means very little, because 
it was noticed that some habitats and species must be protected even if the habitat does not fulfil the 
national criteria for the size of an area or if the species does not fulfil the criteria for the number of 
individuals. For instance, even smaller fragments of raised bog - as this is a priority habitat type - 
have to be protected, and hence criteria concerning the size are not comprehensive. The criteria 
concerning a specific number of individuals has further been criticised as inventory has sometimes 
deteriorated their biotopes. One example is when bark is removed from trees in order to be able to 
count the number of beetles (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 1).  
5.5.4. Biosphere polygons 
As a result of the re-privatisation of land during the 1990s it was thought that the new land-owners 
would not allow continuation of monitoring habitats and species in their land. Hence, scientists 
pledged for a quick way to establish a protected area – the biosphere polygons. Biosphere polygons 
were considered ideal to avoid future conflicts with private landowners, and hence all areas where 
monitoring was carried out before privatisation, were referred to as biosphere polygons. Therefore 
the term biosphere polygon29 were added to the Law on Protected Areas (Greimas, pers. comm., 
050405: 1-2), although in the translated version, they are called biosphere grounds.  
In contrary to other types of protected areas, biosphere polygons as well as reserves can be 
designated by the Minister of Environment, whereas other types of protected areas have to be 
approved by the government or the Parliament (the Seimas). For instance, strict nature reserves 
have to go through the Parliament, whereas regional parks can be established by the government 
                                                 
28 These criteria are not translated into English, and therefore we rely on the information given by the expert Edmundas 
Greimas. 
29 Polygon is the Lithuanian translation of the word ’area’ into English.  
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(Durinck, pers. comm., 050403). Hence, albeit the designation process requires a three months 
public hearing period, a biosphere polygon is a rather quick way to establish a protected area 
(Durinck, pers. comm., 050403).  
In relation to Natura 2000, biosphere polygons have been used to designate new sites that were not 
protected before. These pSCIs are all biosphere polygons today, and according to Edmundas 
Greimas the quick method for biosphere polygons may have been misused for the introduction of 
Natura 2000 (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 2).   
Another characteristic of the biosphere polygons is that they do not have their own park 
administration, but are supposed to be put under management of a nearby administration. The only 
problem is that according to the Law on Protected Areas, it is not allowed for park administrations 
to manage outside their own territory. Therefore, amendments to the Law on Protected Areas are 
required (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322; Durinck, pers. comm., 050403).  
 
5.6. The implementation process in practice 
This section outlines the status quo for the practical implementation of the Habitats Directive in 
Lithuania. Whereas the designation of new protected areas and the implementation of management 
plans have already started, the monitoring of habitats (in three years) are future tasks. Therefore it is 
only possible to evaluate upon the first steps of the implementation process. Accordingly, from our 
empirical observations we have chosen three focal points, as they turned out to be the most 
problematic areas: transposition, designation and the introduction of management. In the end of this 
chapter we will introduce our case study, the pSCI of Cepkeliai strict nature reserve.  
5.6.1. Proceedings on Article 6  
Article 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 take effect from May 1st 2004. Compliance is mandatory immediately – 
non-compliance will entail a warning from the Commission. From the day of accession the country 
has to take appropriate steps to avoid deterioration and disturbance, as stated in Article 6.2, and to 
begin implementing Environmental Impact Assessments of plans and projects as stated in Article 
6.3. Generally, it means that from 1st May 2004, Lithuania has to start taking measures to actively 
preserve the designated areas.  
Jan Durinck is Team-leader of the Rambøll-Nepcon PHARE-project on preparation of management 
plans, working with the implementation of the Article 6.1 and 6.2 by developing management plans 
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for 3 strict nature reserves, 37 pSCIs and 20 SPAs30. According to Durinck, because of the general 
lack of resources, there are no resources to maintain Article 6.2. It can be rather expensive taking 
steps to avoid deterioration and disturbance, and the consequence is that pSCIs are currently 
destroyed (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330; Durinck, pers. comm., 050403; Greimas, pers. comm., 
050314; Jakovonis, pers. comm., 050331). An example of this is our case study, the Cepkeliai area, 
which will be introduced in section 5.7 below.  
This situation illustrates that Lithuania is not meeting all the requirements, and should be seen as 
non-compliance by the Commission. However, until the bio-geographical seminar has been held in 
autumn 2005, the proposed sites of Community Importance are only preliminary, and any formal 
opinion from the Commission will not be given before then (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315; 
Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 8-9).  
5.6.2. Transposition  
Transposition of the Directive into national law has been carried through within the time limit, and 
Lithuania was the first of the new member states to complete this (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405).  
One of the obstacles in the transposition process has been to make room for Natura 2000 sites 
within the existing nature protection legislation; the Law on Protected Areas. In 2001 the Law on 
Protected Areas was amended, but the implementation of the Habitats Directive came into focus 
after this period. This means that further amendments are necessary, as the law only provides 
“statutory mechanisms for designation of future Natura 2000 sites” as well as the “administrative 
and contractual mechanisms are either not foreseen or vaguely defined” (WWF, 2003: 36). 
Further than this, the Habitats Directive demands a list of supporting legislation to be implemented, 
e.g. the introduction of Environmental Impact Assessment, as required in Article 6.3 and 6.4 as well 
as amendments to for instance the Hunting and the Fishing Acts (Durinck, pers. comm., 050403; 
WWF, 2003: 36). These have been carried out in due time.  
The quality of the transposition is transmitted into the process of designation as well as the 
introduction of management, as it outlines the legal basis for carrying out these procedures. On 
example is the introduction of management, which was formerly prohibited in for instance in strict 
nature reserves and management then has to be legalised, in order to be able to prepare management 
plans and manage the protected areas.  
                                                 
30 SPAs are Special Protected Areas and are designated according to the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC). 
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5.6.3. Designation  
The preliminary list of habitats and species were submitted to the European Commission as 
required; by the day of accession. The list contained, as mentioned above, approximately 2.8% of 
the national territory appointed as pSCIs. According to Algirdas Klimavicius, the MoE knew from 
the beginning that this would not be enough (see chapter 6, Analysis on the former nature protection 
approach). In order to comply with the requirements of the European Union, the process of 
designating pSCIs has thus continued, and a new deadline for submission lies somewhere between 
April and July 2005 (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 6; Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317). 
According to Klimavicius, who is head of the responsible division in the MoE, the designation is 
nearly completed, and Lithuania will now submit a list containing 8% of the country designated as 
pSCIs (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 6).  
 
According to Jan Durinck (letter of 19th December 2004), Lithuania generally designated too little 
land, and did it wrongly before 1st May 2004. First of all many sites were too small, and were not 
assessed by purely scientific assumptions. Instead the MoE avoided having to designate on private 
land, in order to prevent conflicts with private landowners. These recently regained their properties 
and therefore demand financial compensation for regulations on their land, and the MoE simply 
does not have resources to provide this (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 24).  
As already mentioned, the guidelines for designation of Natura 2000 areas are outlined in Annex III 
of the Habitats Directive. Further, Article 4 states that designation must be based on relevant 
scientific information. However, the European Court of Justice did not find this statement to be 
sufficient; and after three judgements thought it necessary to reinforce the requirements in Article 4 
for member states to make sure that designation is “based solely on a scientific assessment and not 
on administrative or political convenience” (Diaz, 2001: 292). Hence, following the interpretation 
from the European Court of Justice, Lithuania has not followed this guideline, which may lead to a 
sanction. As we saw above in the section on implementation and enforcement of EU directives; 
there is a possibility that the EU may threaten Lithuania with a sanction of not allocating structural 
funds to the country, before the objectives of the Natura 2000 network are sufficiently fulfilled.31  
As mentioned above, a formal response from the Commission, on the submitted list of pSCIs will 
be given after the bio-geographical seminar in autumn 2005.  
                                                 
31 We have during our investigations met informal notions that the European Commission has already threaten to 
sanction Lithuania and that this is the reason that the MoE, at the moment, is working eagerly to designate more areas.  
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5.6.4. The introduction of management 
Following Article 6.1 and 6.2 it is required relatively to establish necessary conservation measures 
and to take appropriate steps to avoid deterioration of habitats and species. This means that 
introduction of management in pSCIs is necessary. This may be done through preparation and 
implementation of management plans - a process that is currently going on in Lithuania. Most of 
these management plans are, as we have mentioned, drafted by foreign projects, financed by EU 
funding. In Lithuania, the Law on Protected Areas regulates the activities in the protected areas, 
which includes management-, economic- or recreational activities. The most important thing in this 
regard is to repeat that no active management is allowed in state strict nature reserves, and that the 
Habitats Directive encourages active management of habitat areas, in order to achieve a favourable 
conservation status. Hence, there seem to be some conflicts in the process of implementing active 
management and in the following section we will, through a case study, look deeper into these 
problems. 
5.7. Cepkeliai: the implementation in practice 
In this section we will present our case-study, the Cepkeliai strict nature reserve. The case-study is 
concerned with a pSCI, which has been designated in an already protected area, and hence it shows 
some of the current conflicts between former Lithuanian nature protection and the EU approach 
towards nature protection.  
Cepkeliai is one of four strict nature reserves in Lithuania and was established in 1975. It is the first 
to have its NATURA 2000 management plan developed32. The area is a large wetland complex 
covering more than 11,000 ha. Cepkeliai is the largest marsh complex in Lithuania, and over 50% 
of the area is covered by a large raised bog. The raised bog consists of 21 small lakes and pools, 80 
dry forest islands and large open areas. The rest is covered by fens, transitional bogs and flooded 
forests (Raudonikis, 2004: 362).  
The area around Cepkeliai consists of continental sandy dunes – inland dunes, which are very rare 
in Europe – overgrowed with pine trees. The reserve is surrounded by the largest woodland in 
Lithuania (Raudonikis, 2004: 362). The entire Cepkeliai area is state owned, and the area has been a 
Ramsar33 site since 1993. No land use is applied, as the entire area is used for nature conservation 
only.  
 
                                                 
32 Unfortunately the management plan has not yet been translated into English. 
33 The Convention of Wetlands of International Importance, especially as habitats for waterfowl, also known as the 
Ramsar Convention. Signed in Ramsar, Iran in 1971.  
 71
The establishment of the area as protected dates back to Soviet times, and entrance to the Cepkeliai 
reserve has always been very restricted. Hence, people have rarely been allowed in the area active 
management has not taken place for the last 30 years. Even after the regained independence, the 
area was left for monitoring of natural succession; however, today new management measures, in 
accordance with the Habitats Directive, are being installed.  
Darius Stoncius, who is a biologist in the Lithuanian Fund for Nature, has prepared the management 
plan for the Cepkeliai area. According to him, the intended monitoring has never been carried out, 
and as he prepared the management plan there was a general lack of data on changes in species and 
habitats.  
The important raised bog areas of Cepkeliai are, after 30 years of passive management, threatened 
from overgrowing of bogs and open areas, important for rare breeding birds. The MoE has made 
very strong opposition towards the introduction of management, as well as to increase the proposed 
area of management, e.g. because management is expensive and because of the general lack of 
resources (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 9). Further, there is a lack of staff and equipment to carry 
out the management, which will be introduced in the end of 2005. The former practice of passive 
management means that the local park staff is not used to doing such a job (Stoncius, pers. comm., 
050322: 7). 
Because of a lack of resources it has not been possible to include all necessary areas in the 
management plan. According to Darius Stoncius, less than 8% of the area is put under active 
management. Because of the size of the area, limited man power and equipment makes it 
impossible to manage it all. As a result of this; only about 3% of the area will be managed. To meet 
the problem of limited resources, Stoncius has considered proposing fire as a management measure, 
as this is natural and does no harm to nature in the long run. However, according to the Law on 
Protected Areas, prevention of fire is imperative in the strict nature reserves. Hence, it cannot be 
applied as a management tool (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 2). 
In chapter 6 we will return to the implementation of management and the conflicts in the Cepkeliai 
area.  
5.8. Implementation of the Habitats Directive in the EU-15 
This section has been included in order to introduce how the Habitats Directive has been 
implemented in the old EU member states (EU-15). Hence, we will briefly touch upon the general 
experiences and lessons from the ‘old’ member states concerning compliance with the requirements 
of the Habitats Directive.  
 72
First of all, the implementation of the Habitats Directive in the EU-15 member states has been 
characterised by constant delays and several infringement procedures. According to Diaz “the 
variety of national legal and administrative systems of EU countries has made transposition a 
challenge” (Diaz, 2001: 292), and therefore there has been a general late compliance with the 
directive. The deadline for transposition of the Habitats Directive into national legislation was 2 
years after it entered into force, i.e. by June 1994. Most member states have however met neither 
this deadline for transposition nor the deadline for designation, which was in June 1995. Numerous 
infringement procedures have occurred, as some countries had in 2001 still not completed 
transposition. Further, some countries have submitted inadequate lists of pSCIs. An example of the 
latter, concerns Germany, France and Ireland, which only after “the threat of legal action, plus 
warnings that EU aid would be cut off” submitted a fuller list of pSCIs (Diaz, 2001: 292).  
In Ireland, Germany, France, the Netherlands and Portugal the implementation is considered 
particularly poor (Diaz, 2001: 292). However, most states are still making amendments required by 
the Commission and for instance also Denmark, Finland and Greece have been taken to the 
European Court of Justice (ECJ) for the failure to submit lists of designated sites (Article 3) and to 
prevent degradation of sites (Article 6) (Paavola, 2003: 11). 
There are many reasons for the slow implementation of the Habitats Directive but in general there 
have been a mismatch between the ambitious timetable and the political enthusiasm at the national 
level (Paavola, 2003: 12). Governments have underestimated the necessary scientific work that is 
required to gather data for the designation process (WWF, 2003: 3) and especially the scientific 
requirements concerning the designation have resulted in conflicts throughout Europe (Paavola, 
2003: 12).  
 
More than 10 years after the Habitats Directive has been introduced as an important part of the EU 
environmental acquis, the main experience is a general lack of political will and commitment. Even 
though these lessons make it easy for new member states to comply with the performance of EU-15, 
the experiences form old member states just emphasise the importance of attention towards the 
implementation in new member states. It is vital that the mistakes are not repeated, and in the 
following chapter we investigate routines, procedures and understandings in the central nature 
protection administration and analyse the barriers and possibilities that are currently visible in the 
Lithuanian implementation process.  
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6.0 Analysis 
In the two previous chapters we have presented our research on the four explanatory factors and 
their inter-linkage with the Lithuanian context. Further we have presented the contents of the 
Habitats Directive as well as we have outlined important characteristics of the Lithuanian 
implementation process. With our institutional approach, we will now analyse the explanatory 
factors that structure the implementation process. 
In the very beginning of this report, we stated that we believe important barriers and possibilities, 
for the implementation process, to be reflected in routines, procedures and understandings within 
the central Lithuanian nature protection administration, the MoE. We also pointed out that we 
believe explanatory factors to be structuring the implementation process. The present chapter that 
analyses the Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats Directive is therefore divided into four 
sections, representing our findings, related to each of the four explanatory factors.  
Using the concepts of path-dependency, logic of appropriateness and institutional change as 
analytical tools, we will now focus on the routines, procedures and understandings within the 
central nature protection administration, and argue how we find these elements to reflect barriers 
and possibilities for the implementation. Further we will use the concept of ‘Europeanisation’ to 
explain the effects of European Union membership on the structure of contemporary institutional 
changes within the Lithuanian nature protection administration.  
 
6.1. Analysis of the former Lithuanian nature protection 
We have previously in this report focused on the former Lithuanian nature protection approach, 
because we understand the traditional ways of protecting nature as important for two reasons. First 
of all, experiences from EU-15 show that the existing national legal and administrative systems of 
each member state have made implementation a challenge. Secondly, inspired from institutional 
theory, we believe the meander of history and path-dependency to be present in contemporary 
‘ways of doing things’. 
In this section we approach the existing Lithuanian nature protection regime to analyse how the 
present legal system and leftovers from the Soviet way of regulating nature are still present and 
structure the implementation process. This is in order to investigate how previous ‘ways of doing 
things’ pose barriers or possibilities for compliance with the EU Habitats Directive.      
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6.1.1. The traditional attitude towards nature protection 
The outset for this section is how former attitudes of nature protection still play a role for the 
Lithuanian context, wherein the Habitats Directive is implemented.  
In chapter 3, we have emphasised a statement of March & Olsen who argue that not only the current 
environment but also previous environments “and the ways in which they have been experienced” 
influences policy outcomes (1994: 260). Therefore we will first of all deal with the former attitude 
towards nature protection in Lithuania.  
 
Edita Lydiene is a senior expert within the SPAS, under the MoE. She thinks that Lithuanian people 
have historically lived close to nature, and that nature is deeply rooted within the lives of Lithuanian 
people: “For all the people we have …some relationship with nature… maybe from our history.” 
Further she thinks that this presence of nature within the lives of Lithuanian people has lead to an 
attitude that there is plenty of nature: “...we have nature, it is very common for us, and we do not see 
any problem” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 10). Hence, she finds that it is common not to 
recognise the importance of nature protection (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 10). 
According to Zymantas Morkvenas, Director of the Baltic Environmental Forum in Lithuania, 
nature protection has never had a very strong position in Lithuania (Morkvenas, pers. comm., 
050402: 2). This point was also very clear in the arguments of Algirdas Klimavicius, who is the 
Head of division in the SPAD. He stated one major challenge to be that of making “people thinking 
other way than before” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 4). He emphasised how nature 
protection has traditionally been a passive process and how it is hard to catch the attention of 
politicians and convince them that “new ways of thinking nature protection” are essential in order to 
comply with the requirements of the European Commission (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315).  
 
According to Raimondas Ciuplys, Scientific Researcher at the Lithuanian Botanical Institute, this 
attitude towards nature as abundant has not decreased since independence in 1990, as the following 
years of economic recession only meant a relief for nature (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 2-3). 
Hence, a lack of attention towards the need for nature protection is characterising the current 
situation of implementing the Habitats Directive. This is shown in the attitudes of Klimavicius and 
Lydiene, who experience both a lack of political as well as public attention towards the present 
challenges within the field of nature protection. Edita Lydiene explains the negative attention in this 
way:  
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“…a lot of people, they do not correctly understand the designation of Natura 2000 areas. They 
thought that they cannot do anything in these areas. But for example, if it is landscape reserve or 
botanical reserve, there are so much strict regulation, you cannot build anything in this area, we 
cannot dig, we cannot plant, only some activities are allowed. So, some private landowners and 
some foresters they thought, that there will be strict nature reserve. But it cannot be. So I think we 
might change mind of these people” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 10). 
Klimavicius and Lydiene both experience that this traditional negative attitude towards the former 
very restrictive way of protecting areas is transmitted into the attitude towards the new nature 
protection regime; Natura 2000. As Klimavicius states: “…such a negative attitude towards 
protected areas is, in Lithuania, very strong” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 4), and therefore 
they both understand it as a prerequisite for the implementation process to raise awareness among 
both politicians and indeed private landowners, in order to inform their surrounding environment 
that the Natura 2000 sites are not “no-go territories” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 9).  
 
The common lack of awareness of the need for nature protection has further made communication 
between the MoE and private landowners and politicians very complicated when preparing the list 
of pSCIs. In the process of implementing the Habitats Directive, the central nature protection 
administration has to communicate with central actors of the surrounding environment; politicians 
at domestic and European level, local authorities, private landowners, other ministries as well as 
other departments and divisions within the MoE (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 9). 
Klimavicius emphasised how communication with the surrounding environment, because of the 
common attitude, has made it difficult to prepare the primary list of pSCIs, which was submitted to 
the Commission by the day of accession (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 9).  
 
In that sense, the central nature protection administration is presently fighting against traditional 
approaches towards the field of nature protection when implementing the Habitats Directive. The 
view of nature as abundant and the common missing recognition of the need for nature protection 
are not consistent with the Habitats Directive. The historic logic of appropriateness that is 
embedded within the arena for the implementation does then act more as an obstacle, than as a 
support, for the designation process in general. Whereas political attention is important since the 
central administration is dependent upon the resources that are allocated by the Parliament, the 
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present interpretation of resistance in society may be one important reason for the insufficient 
number of designated pSCIs that was first submitted to the Commission.  
 
As we shall return to in the following section, the designation of Natura 2000 areas is territorially 
inter-linked with the existing national system of protected areas, as almost all pSCIs have been 
designated in already protected areas. This strategy might impede the work of communicating that 
the nature protection approach is actually changing and that a new and more flexible34 regime is 
implemented.  
As well as Klimavicius emphasised the missing political interest, it is also our interpretation that 
politicians do not pay attention towards the field of nature protection. Entering the political arena 
we were informed by the adviser to the Committee on Environmental protection, Rasa 
Matuseviciute, that nature protection is seldom discussed in the Parliament as well as she herself 
was not familiar with the contents of the Habitats Directive before we contacted her (Rasa 
Matuseviciute, pers. comm., 050331: 2).35 According to Matuseviciute there are more reasons that 
nature protection is not an issue on the political agenda. First of all, there are more urgent 
environmental problems that need to be solved first, as for example waste water treatment, landfill 
establishment and air-pollution (Matuseviciute, pers. comm., 050331: 3). 
Gedminas Jakovonis, who is a member of the Parliament for the Social Liberals and a member of 
the Committee on Environmental protection, also pointed out that there is a general agreement 
among the government and the opposition concerning nature protection issues, whereas there are 
different opinions on economic issues (Jakovonis, pers. comm., 050331: 3). However, 
Matuseviciute informed us that nature protection is very likely to be put under the headline of 
environmental protection, as politicians do not distinguish between environmental protection and 
nature protection (Matuseviciute, pers. comm., 050331: 3-4). Gediminas Jakovonis did indirectly 
confirm this statement as he did not make any distinctions between the two concepts when we 
interviewed him.  
Hence, nature protection is generally not present on the political agenda, and neither is it a priority 
area of environmental protection. This means an overall lack of resources allocated towards this 
area. 
                                                 
34 Flexible in the sense that human activity within Natura 2000 sites is not strictly prohibited.  
35 Rasa Matuseviciute told us about her limited knowledge on the Habitats Directive before we started the formal 
interview. Yet, later that afternoon we met Algirdas Klimavicius in the MoE, and he explained how Matuseviciute had 
contacted him the day before in order to get a briefing on the contents of the Habitats Directive.   
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Hence, the present attitude towards nature protection in Lithuania is path-dependent. However this 
attitude leads to a specific logic of appropriateness or ‘way of doing things’ in accordance with the 
legitimacy embedded within the ‘appropriateness’ of the action in the specific situation. The path 
dependent perception of nature protection causes a general lack of legitimacy in the process of 
implementing the Habitats Directive – at least in relation to the understanding of the public. 
However, according to the EU, the implementation is required, and it is considered illegitimate not 
to implement the directive. This shows the general difficulty that the MoE are situated within – 
satisfying the domestic politicians or the EU? 
6.1.2. The present role of former routines 
The Habitats Directive has been transposed into national law, and as explained in chapter 4; most 
Natura 2000 sites have been designated in already protected areas and are now covered by the Law 
on Protected Areas.36 This law was made in 1975 by a geographer and hence during Soviet 
occupation. Even though some amendments have been made to this law over time, it is still based 
upon the ‘original’ piece of legislation and Lydiene states that: “The main document for our service 
(the SPAS, red.) and for our work is the Law on Protected Areas” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 
17). The Soviet approach towards nature protection was, as mentioned, based on two categories; 
reserves and strict reserves and according to Algirdas Klimavicius the traditional way of protecting 
nature can be characterised as “passive”, in the sense that protected areas were designated and then 
left behind. Today, nature protection has become more “active” as Natura 2000 sites need 
“monitoring” and maintenance of a favourable conservation status (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 
050315: 12), something that does not come by itself.  
On the one hand, the central nature protection administration thus distinguishes between traditional 
routines and new procedures within the nature protection regime and clearly emphasise how they 
experience institutional change in the sense that the EU requires “a switch to protection of species” 
(Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 2). On the other hand, the practical implementation of 
the Habitats Directive does rely upon a set of rules and routines that are built around the 
interpretation that “if you protect a biotope, you protect species as well” (Bezaras & Gedminas, 
pers. comm., 050322: 2). Further, laws within this field are understood as appropriate since they are 
“strict” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 10), and Edita Lydiene, who works with the practical 
implementation of the Habitats Directive in the SPAS, argue that there will be no problem when 
                                                 
36 All pSCIs are covered by the Law on Protected Areas, but pSCIs designated in already protected areas are 
automatically regulated according to the type of reserve or park within which they are established.  
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Natura 2000 sites are designated in already protected areas – because as she states “in a lot of ways 
our regulation is enough” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 10).  
 
Vidmantas Bezares (Deputy Director in the SPAS) and Kastytis Gedminas (Chief Desk Officer in 
the SPAS) recognise the dualism embedded in the present arena for nature protection and argue 
how the contemporary debate is related to history; since it is discussed whether nature is better 
protected when you preserve a landscape complex or when you manage a landscape, in order to 
preserve certain habitats and species. And even though they emphasise both approaches as 
important, it seemed hard for them to let go of traditional routines, and hence the landscape 
perspective (see chapter 5): “The first direction for protecting nature is conservation of natural 
landscapes – that is normal…” (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 2). The word normal 
shows institutional resistance towards the new approach of the Habitats Directive, which implicitly 
cannot be immediately included in the normal approach. Normal is further a very strong indication 
of logic of appropriateness, which is path dependent and obviously very hard to get rid of.  
Bezaras and Gedminas were actually the only ones to point out the comprehensiveness of the 
landscape focus, as most other interview persons were focusing on the conflicts within the Law on 
Protected Areas, concerning the implementation of the Habitats Directive (Stoncius, pers. comm., 
050322; Drobelis, pers. comm., 050319; Mierauskas, pers. comm., 050323; Ciuplys, pers. comm., 
050330; Durinck, pers. comm., 050403). 
According to the Lithuanian member of the EU Commission’s Habitats scientific working group37, 
Edmundas Greimas, this dubious approach towards the new requirements, may be one important 
reason for a lack of a clear national strategy concerning the practical implementation of the Natura 
2000 network, as well as the lack of a national vision is at the same time a consequence of the 
dubious approach (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 7).  
 
In chapter 4 and 5 we presented the characteristics of the former Lithuanian nature protection 
regime and also the legal framework for the system of protected areas.  
The focus of this section has been how the central nature protection administration recognises the 
requirements of working systematically with biological diversity, but at the same time is dependent 
on a legal framework that was established at a time when nature, only in “very few cases was 
managed by special measures” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 5). As Lydiene stresses, her 
                                                 
37 A working group established to assist the Habitats Committee, established on the basis of Article 20 in the Habitats 
Directive, with the purpose of assisting the Commission.  
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division “look a lot to this law” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050315: 18). In the next section we will 
elaborate on the importance of domestic legal rules and procedures that are at work when 
implementing the EU nature protection acquis in Lithuania.  
 
6.1.3. The Law on Protected Areas 
The Law on protected Areas is, as it becomes explicit from the quote in chapter 5, a very general 
piece of legislation. There is a focus on the regulation of activities within different types of reserves, 
but no exact statements about specific habitat types or species. There has been only very few 
amendments to the Law on Protected Areas; thus when implementing the Habitats Directive, new 
government resolutions are used (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322).  
Edita Lydiene recognises that very few amendments have been made to this law, and as all 
protected areas, including Natura 2000 sites, are covered by this legislative act, former procedures 
seem rather influential for the present process of implementing this directive. The fact that there has 
been only minor amendments to the law in order to transpose and incorporate the requirements of 
the EU; shows that the law must be path dependency, as it is resistant to institutional change.  
The deep historical roots of the Law on Protected Areas are, according to Edmundas Greimas, also 
shown in the geographers of SPAS’ attitude towards the law. According to Greimas, the 
amendments and changes to the Law on Protected Areas have been a struggle, since the Ministry’s 
attitude in the beginning was that ‘the law is perfect’ (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 5). This is 
another sign of institutional resistance, as the officials cling on to the logic of appropriateness that 
they know. 
To use the words of the botanist Raimondas Ciuplys, the existing nature protection regulation 
scheme fits “spatially” with the Habitats Directive – but only in the sense that pSCIs have 
predominantly been designated in already protected areas (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 6). The 
strategy of designating only state owned land and mainly already protected areas is closely inter-
linked with resistance from many private landowners who oppose the establishment of more 
protected sites in Lithuania. However, the process of fitting the new system into the older system 
has clearly not been sufficient according to the European Commission, who declared the submitted 
list, covering only 2.8% of national territory, to be inadequate (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 
6). In order to create a coherent network that contributes to the protection of European habitats and 
species, Lithuania have to designate much larger areas (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330: 6; 
Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 6).  
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This point is supported by Jan Durinck and Edmundas Greimas, who have both pointed out to the 
MoE that the list was not sufficient and that it would never be accepted by the EU. Despite this, the 
list was retained (Durinck, pers. comm., 050403; Greimas, pers. comm., 050314).  
 
Not only has the conflicts that are related to the ongoing privatisation of land structured this first, 
and yet non-approved, designation process. Also, the presences of former routines – that are 
reflected in the Law on Protected Areas – play a role. In short, it is the mentioned categories of 
smaller reserves that seem to be an obstacle in the process. First of all they express a lack of 
coherence in the nature protection approach, as all protected areas are divided into small plots with 
different objects. Furthermore, congregated as the plots are small, they do not contribute with 
enough protected nature. Edita Lydiene expresses this conflict as she states; “experts went on very 
precisely and not correctly” when designating areas. The inventories and designation of pSCIs were 
“very good”, but as experts were only looking into the protection of one habitat type or species at 
the time, a coherent network was not the result of the final list (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 12). 
Further, as far from all of the reserves focus on biodiversity – and some even on cultural elements38 
(Greimas, pers. comm., 050314), the Law on Protected Areas further conflicts the Habitats 
Directive in terms of content.  
 
Another example from the designation process is the management of the already protected area type 
‘Thelmological reserves’ (mire protection). In these reserves, regulation is very “strict”, and hence 
experts proposed only a small number of these reserves as Natura 2000 sites (Lydiene, pers. comm., 
050317: 11). Avoiding these strictly regulated reserves might be a recognition of another conflict 
between the Lithuanian Law on Protected Areas and the Habitats Directive; the conflict between 
prohibiting human activity and encouraging management in order to maintain a certain biological 
diversity. However it may also be a result of the application of ‘National criteria for designation’ 
(see chapter 5), which outlines the required minimum size of a protected area, although these are 
not used much any more, according to Edmundas Greimas (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 1). 
This conflict concerning the management of Natura 2000 sites, which are designated in already 
protected sites, became very explicit through our case study; The Strict Nature Reserve, Cepkeliai. 
Here it became evident how the dependence upon the old Law on Protected Areas is an obstacle in 
the process of implementing the Habitats Directive.   
                                                 
38 The inclusion of cultural elements in the Law on Protected Areas is however not unusual, as for instance the Danish 
nature protection legislation (Naturbeskyttelsesloven) includes similar elements. 
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As stated in chapter 5, there is no such thing as a Natura 2000 reserve in the Law on protected areas 
and there is no specific focus on habitats and species. Rather the law focuses on the restriction of 
human activities, which is (as mentioned) especially the case in so-called ‘strict nature reserves’, 
where any kinds of human activities are prohibited. Nevertheless, the four existing strict nature 
reserves have been designated as pSCIs and in order to maintain the favourable conservation status 
of habitats and species within these sites, they can no longer be left for the monitoring of natural 
succession as it is no longer appropriate to leave them unmanaged. However, as the legislation 
prohibits any activities in these areas, the preparation and installation of management plans have 
required regulations to the Law on Protected Areas and a Government Resolution: “Governmental 
resolution on typical management zones for protected areas”39 has been issued. This allows for the 
introduction of some management measures in the strict reserves (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 
1).  
The Biologist, Darius Stoncius, who drafted the management plan for Cepkeliai, emphasises how 
the 30 years of natural development has made management of the area essential in order to maintain 
a favourable conservation status of the habitats and species that depend on open areas.  
Throughout the planning procedure, Stoncius experienced the focus on biodiversity as having the 
role of a ‘stepdaughter’ since the central administration (SPAS) kept being very concerned about 
the ability “to follow natural processes” (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 5). What the SPAS is 
really afraid of, may be that with the introduction of the Habitats Directive it is no longer possible 
to leave protected areas for succession as maintenance of a favourable conservation status is in 
focus. Hence the worries of the SPAS are that they cannot continue monitoring. However, Stoncius 
states that first of all this monitoring has never really been carried out, and secondly in Cepkeliai 
only a fragment of the area will be actively managed in the future (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 
5, 9). We will return to the matter of management in the section of economic development, below.  
 
Taking into perspective the conflicts that are embedded in the present inter-linkage between the 
national regulations of protected areas and the implementation of the Natura 2000 network; we 
argue the attitude of the central nature protection administration to be a problem. None of the 
officials from the SPAD or the SPAS questioned the quite influential role of the Law on Protected 
Areas. Rather they emphasised the appropriateness of the domestic legislative nature protection 
system as this was understood to be sufficiently strict. However, when reading the Habitats 
                                                 
39 Unfortunately this resolution has not been translated into English. 
 82
Directive, focus is not on the necessity of stringent legal systems but on the necessity of protecting 
nature in order to maintain the favourable conservation status of important habitats and species. 
Such protection might even entail the encouragement of human activities within the protected areas, 
such as agriculture, herbivores mowing meadows etc.  
 
This section has dealt with how active maintenance of species and habitats becomes difficult to 
implement as important pSCIs40 depend upon traditional procedures embedded in a legal 
framework, which prohibits human activities and focus on natural succession. Hence, the 
persistence of former logic concerning the preservation of nature present at the central 
administrative level becomes visible at the practical level also.  
Later in this chapter, when analysing the level of administrative capacity, we will return to the 
matter of routinised practise and institutional change at the local level and thus concentrate the 
following section on summing up our analysis of influences from traditions embedded in the 
Lithuanian nature protection approach.  
 
6.1.4. Barriers and possibilities in the former Lithuanian nature protection 
approach  
We have now analysed how the former Lithuanian approach towards nature protection is still 
reflected in the routines, procedures and understandings within the central administration. In other 
words we have analysed how logic of appropriateness has historical roots and how outcomes are 
likely to depend on path-dependency and previous approaches towards a policy field. We will now 
elaborate on how this explanatory factor affects the implementation process, posing barriers and 
possibilities.  
 
The former view on nature as abundant leads to a common understanding that nature protection is 
not important or necessary. The view on nature as abundant has been deeply rooted within the 
Lithuanian nature protection system – and it has caused a general lack of awareness of and concern 
for environmental protection issues. This affects the implementation process in the sense that when 
politicians do not recognise nature protection as a priority area, they are not very likely to allocate 
resources towards this area. Hence, the common understanding of nature constitutes a barrier for the 
                                                 
40 Cepkeliai is a very important wetland complex within Lithuania. 
 83
implementation of the Habitats Directive, as there are not enough attention, understanding and 
resources.  
Further, we are able to state that in general, private landowners and politicians are not aware of the 
need for nature protection, and neither are they aware of the requirements of the EU Habitats 
Directive. A lack of political attention towards nature protection is a problem in relation to the EU 
requirements in this area.  
The attitude towards nature is a precondition for the actions carried out by the officials in the MoE 
as they know that the attitude of the politicians and the public is that there is no need to regulate 
nature. This means that as it is not considered logic of appropriateness for the politicians to allocate 
many funds towards the area, it is not considered logic of appropriateness for the officials to use 
scarce resources on something that will be disregarded or not understood in the eyes of the public. 
This because logic of appropriateness also implicitly deals with legitimacy, as must both politicians 
and public officials in their actions. 
In addition to this the understanding of protected areas as ‘no-go territories’ affects the attitude 
towards the Natura 2000. This understanding influences the possibilities of communicating the 
Natura 2000 network. Further, the resistance towards protected areas may also be one reason for the 
insufficient preliminary list of pSCIs, as the MoE did not dare to designate all areas simultaneously 
in order not to upset people. This makes us able to conclude that the former understanding is a 
barrier for the implementation of the Directive.  
 
The former Lithuanian approach towards nature protection, embedded within the Law on Protected 
Areas, was passive. The path dependent neglect of management constitutes a logic of 
appropriateness, in which management is simply not necessary, caused to old ways of thinking 
about nature (see chapter 4 and 5) – and this understanding is a barrier for the implementation of the 
active approach embedded within the Habitats Directive.  
The legal framework of nature protection in Lithuania, the Law on Protected Areas is a barrier in 
the sense that it is reluctant to allow management of protected areas, especially the strict nature 
reserves. However, this has today been solved with a government resolution, but the approach is not 
optimal as the understanding of the SPAS officials still is that management should be kept at a 
minimum.  
Additionally the contents and structure of the Law on Protected Areas has posed an obstacle for the 
implementation measures that are implicit in the requirements of the Habitats Directive. One of the 
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biggest conflicts of the Law on Protected Areas in relation to the Habitats Directive is that the law 
has a focus on the preservation of landscape complexes and specific types of reserves (that do not 
focus on the protection of species) rather than a focus of biodiversity conservation, which is 
emphasised as the major objective in the Habitats Directive. This causes major problems within the 
nature protection administration, and is one major source of conflict in relation to transposition, 
designation and management according to the Habitats Directive. The best example of this is the 
landscape focus of the law shown in this quote: “The first direction for protecting nature is 
conservation of natural landscapes – that is normal…” (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 
050322: 2). The landscape approach makes it hard to include a holistic biodiversity approach as the 
Habitats Directive aims for – therefore the path dependent landscape approach is also a barrier for 
the implementation process.  
The type protection embedded within the Law on Protected Areas is also a barrier in the sense that 
it has resulted in designation of too small areas as well as a non-coherent network of protected 
areas. Hence, the designation has not been carried out appropriately as it was not only based on 
scientific assumptions as required in the Directive. 
 
However, in opposition to former understandings in present logic of appropriateness, we have also 
shown that the MoE officials emphasised how they experience institutional change in the sense that 
the EU requires “a switch to protection of species” (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 2). 
This must be concluded to be a very important possibility for the implementation of EU Habitats 
Directive: Despite the presence of a path dependent logic of appropriateness, and resistance towards 
change of the former practices (institutional change), they do realise that change is necessary. This 
is one major possibility, as recognition of a need is the first step towards change. Hence, even if we 
have in this section outlined a long list of barriers for the implementation process, it is somehow 
softened by the acknowledgement of the need for change. 
 
Yet, whether the acknowledgement of the need for change is forced by fear of the sanctioning 
power of the EU, or if it is a basic scientific recognition, is not so easy to conclude upon. However, 
in the next section we will deal with the explanatory factors embedded within the new membership 
of the European Union, and try to elaborate on these issues. 
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6.2. Analysis of the impacts of the European Union 
Even though we have found that routines, within the MoE, to a great extend have become the basis 
for the administrative approach towards the novel system of Natura 2000, we have also – previously 
in this report – focused on how the presence of the European Union does affect the implementation 
process. Not only in the sense that the Habitats Directive is off course downloaded from the EU 
level, but in terms of how the new membership affects logic of appropriateness within the 
Lithuanian central nature protection administration, and how the characteristics of institutional 
change structure the implementation. This will be the focus of the present section.  
6.2.1. Formal change: Downloading 
In chapter four we explained the main formal institutional reforms that are caused by the criteria 
embedded in the recently gained membership of the European Union. These criteria, as they require 
legal approximation to the acquis communautaire, have put environmental issues on the domestic 
Lithuanian agenda – the policy field of nature protection officially among these (Keilbach, 2001: 
51). The process of institutional reform is – as explained in chapter 3 – characterised by limited 
room for manoeuvre since Lithuania has not had the possibility of negotiating the requirements of 
the Habitats Directive. The Habitats Directive became, as mentioned, a part of the acquis 
communautaire in 1992 and hence before Lithuania even applied for membership of the European 
club (in 1995, see chapter 4). In theoretical terms, the Lithuanian integration into the European 
Union has thus, till now, been characterised by downloading of EU’s existing guidelines and 
policies, and as we wrote in chapter 3; the role of new member states has, till now, been that of 
“consumers, not producers” (Grabbe, 2003: 313).   
 
Formal changes that can be attributed to European integration, is for instance the reorganisation of 
the central nature protection administration in 2002 where for instance the SPAS and the SPAD 
were established (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315). Further, formal legal changes have been 
necessary as the directive has to be transposed at the day of accession. In order to cope with the 
comprehensive workload of implementing the Habitats Directive, it was hence recognised that a 
new organisational structure, as well as new statutes (see next section on administrative capacity) 
for each division, were required.  
 
EU’s recognition of the need for support to the adaptation of transition countries’ national 
environmental legislation to the EU legislation has been realised through several financial 
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initiatives, among these the PHARE programme41 (Ryden, 2003: 717). In practise this means that 
several project groups from all over Europe are contemporarily working within different steps of the 
implementation (see chapter 5), and thus by earmarking money for specific tasks (for instance the 
preparation of management plans) the EU has influence on the scope and the pace of the 
implementation process. Whereas foreign experience and expert knowledge is emphasised as 
important instruments for compliance with the Habitats Directive (Bezaras, pers. comm., 050322; 
Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 3), the consequence of this ‘pace-setting’ can however be that the 
central administration feel an ‘overload’ coming from the EU. Such feeling of ‘overload’ was 
expressed by Edita Lydiene from the SPAS as she states; “we are very busy” and; “…I do not know 
why these projects are so congregated in one time, I do not know…” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 
050316: 7). The central administration work as a coordinator of all these projects and even though 
they seem necessary for the implementation process – as we shall come back to in the following 
section – the many projects might also work as an obstacle since the central administration feels that 
it looses ownership of the national implementation process.            
The contemporary feeling of working with an overload in order to accomplish what the EU is 
demanding was also expressed by Loretta Raulinaityte, Senior Adviser to the Committee on 
European Affairs; “In this young political culture as ours, it really takes time – specially with a new 
Parliament – to go to the basics and start dealing with the issues like nature protection on a light 
scale” (Raulinaityte, pers. comm., 050331: 2). 
 
As we have seen here, the EU is pushing forward the implementation process, by setting the pace, 
i.e. the requirements and the deadlines (chapter 5). An example is the preliminary list of pSCIs that 
Lithuania submitted by the day of accession containing 2.8% of the national territory. According to 
Klimavicius: “…the Commission was, of course, not happy about it – the percentage of coverage of 
national territory”, and hence gave a preliminary disapproval of this list (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 
050315: 6). Klimavicius tried to excuse the proposal of Lithuania and explained to the Commission 
“…that the list we did send was not final” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 6). This statement is 
interesting as it was an explicit requirement of the EU that a (complete) national list of pSCIs was 
submitted by May 1st 2004. 
                                                 
41 PHARE (Poland and Hungary Assistance for the Restructuring of the Economy) is a European Commission 
programme, which supports the development of Central European countries and aims at facilitating their future 
membership of the European Union, e.g. through support to the adaptation of national environmental legislation to EU 
legislation. Hence, the PHARE-programme is a pre-accession programme, and it being outfaced at the moment.  
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The Commission gave Lithuania a couple of month to prepare a new version of the list, to be 
submitted in April 2005, which Lithuania did not negotiate. The new list contains not more than 8% 
and Klimavicius said: “I think it will be concerned as not sufficient, as it is lower than the average 
of the EU” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 6). Hence, it seems strange that the country would 
make a list that they knew would not be approved. Lithuania does not question the requirements of 
the EU. Yet, neither do they fulfil it sufficiently. As Klimavicius knows the second list is not 
enough, he must also have known that the first was not enough. Even if Lithuania is trying to 
comply with the new requirements, this is a sign that Lithuania is implementing the directive not in 
its own pace, but at least in its own way.  
This point is supported by the theory of Europeanisation, which can explain how Lithuania 
influences the implementation process. Lithuania has no possibility to upload the domestic sphere; 
but it can still influence the implementation at the domestic level. The way that Lithuania has acted 
in relation to the list of pSCIs, by continuing to designate too few areas, even when it is uncertain 
whether the EU Commission will accept it, is a sign that the country is following its own narrow 
procedures and understandings at the same time as trying to comply with the EU requirements.  
As quoted from March & Olsen in chapter 3 ‘institutions preserve themselves, partly by being 
resistant to many forms of change, partly by developing their own criteria of appropriateness and 
success.’ This may be another explanation that Lithuania, in a process where everything is new and 
characterised by change, is following its own criteria of appropriateness and success.  
However it must be considered a risky business, as the EU still has the possibility of sanctioning, 
e.g. by removing allocated structural funds.  
A perspective of this insufficiency comes from Darius Stoncius, who thinks that “they (the MoE, 
red.) still think that it is like Moscow, that it will always be possible to hide things under the 
carpet… that it will be possible to cheat the Commission, and get away with obligations” (Stoncius, 
pers. comm., 050322: 10).  
 
Lithuania has limited room for manoeuvre, yet it is still not following the required procedures of the 
EU completely. Hence, even if the formal EU procedures must be implemented, the member state 
of Lithuania has enough room to go its own way.  
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6.2.2. Daily routines and the visibility of EU membership 
With the formal requirements of the Habitats Directive it is obvious that formal changes – in terms 
of changing legislation and criteria – are visible in the statutes of the officials working within the 
SPAD and the SPAS (see section on administrative capacity below). However, as argued by March 
& Olsen, it takes a long time to establish routines and to establish a knowledge of what is legitimate 
or appropriate in each situation (see chapter 3), and when looking at the implementation process, 
the novelty of the situation must be taken into consideration. One thing is the change of formal 
procedures and statutes; another is that of changing daily routines and ‘ways of thinking’. This is 
especially important in the case of Lithuania, as the traditional ways of ‘thinking’ nature protection 
are very different from the priorities that are emphasised within the Habitats Directive. 
 
In general the matter of the European Union attracts great attention in the Lithuanian society. For 
instance, the EU is top priority for all the Committees in the Parliament (Raulinaityte, pers. comm., 
050331: 2).  
According to the central nature protection administration, the presence of EU membership is mainly 
visible in two ways; first of all, the Lithuanian approach towards nature protection has become more 
active in the sense that more attention and resources are allocated towards this area “…it is a good 
experience that more attention has been paid to nature conservation in recent years…“From the 
politicians and from the local authorities. So we have more resources to implement the 
requirements of national law and also the Habitats Directive” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 
9). Secondly, in the daily routines especially among the staff in the SPAS there is a feeling that they 
now have to “switch to the protection of species” (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 2). 
There is however, a difference among the two main divisions within the central administration for 
nature protection. Because, whereas the SPAD was established with the purpose of having one 
division, generally responsible for the implementation of EU nature protection directives 
(Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315), the SPAS does “not have such responsibility” (Lydiene, pers. 
comm., 050316: 9). Hence, in the SPAD, communication with Brussels is – and has been since the 
beginning – part of daily routines, whereas the SPAS has to fit the new system of EU directives into 
traditional ‘ways of doing things’.42 In the SPAS, the role of the EU membership is then “more like 
a direction” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 9) embedded in new tasks and more work; than 
                                                 
42 Previously we stated that the SPAS was established as a consequence of a reorganisation of the nature protection 
administration I 2002. It was however not a totally new establishment as the service was just renamed and physically 
divided from the Nature Protection Department in the MoE.    
 89
something which is explicitly discussed within the division (Lydiene, pers. comm.,050316; Bezaras 
& Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322).  
As we saw in the previous section (Analysis of the former Lithuanian nature protection), both 
divisions within the central nature protection administration seem to recognise that compliance with 
the EU require changes in the traditional ways of approaching the field of nature protection – and it 
is our personal interpretation that the officials we spoke to, were quite eager to comply with the new 
criteria for designation and management of protected areas. Thus taking into consideration the 
insufficient amount of designated areas and the conflicts concerning the preparation of management 
plans (see Chapter 5); there seem to be a contradiction between what is said and what is done. In 
other words, there seem to be confusion between the logic of appropriateness that exists within the 
Lithuanian domestic sphere and the clear-cut requirements from the European Community. As we 
saw above, the formal legal changes are not necessarily the same as changing routines. According 
to Eugenijus Drobelis, who used to work as an official within the MoE, the central administration 
(and here especially the SPAS) is still protecting areas by routine. In short, areas are protected for 
the purpose of protecting landscapes, and only after that, for the purpose of protecting species 
(Drobelis, pers. comm., 050319: 1).  
One example of how daily routines ‘overrule’ formal requirements of change at the practical level is 
a current conflict within the forest pSCIs. Within forests, management plans are long term (10 
years), and even though foresters from the state forest enterprises43 are informed to wait for the new 
management plans in areas where pSCIs are designated, they still stick to the existing one. 
According to Laura Kaisnauskaite, who is chief officer in the Forest Department (within the MoE), 
they have the attitude; “we follow the management plan” (Laura Kaisnauskaite, pers. comm., 
050404: 3). Lithuanian forestry has generally been much regulated through the installation of 
management plans issued by the main unit ‘General Forest Enterprise (see scheme chapter 5). 
Hence, the consequence of the forester’s attitude has been that a number of pSCIs have been 
damaged, in the sense that important habitat types and plant species have been removed, in 
accordance with existing management plans. As Kaisnauskaite explains, the forest enterprises 
follow their own logic in these cases and reject advises that do lie within the boundaries of formal 
management plans. One example is the argument of a forest enterprise in Siauliai (North Western 
Lithuania) that proceeded the timber harvesting even though the area was designated as Natura 
2000 site and put on the national list of pSCIs and argued that they had not damaged anything since 
                                                 
43 There are currently 42 state forest enterprises and no private forest enterprises. These are organised under the main 
unit ‘General Forest Enterprise’ that implements forest regulation in Lithuania (see scheme chapter 5).  
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the habitat area will look the same when forest returns; “There is a habitat and it has been on the 
management they were implementing, all the years, and they think; ok, we made a felling, so it is 
going to be the same habitat after forest comes back” (Laura Kaisnauskaite, pers. comm., 050404: 
4). There is however the minor detail that forest will not return within the next somewhat 70 years, 
and hence Lithuania has ‘lost’ a potential site of Community interest.  
 
As mentioned, the central nature protection administration are generally eager to fulfil the 
requirements of the EU, and in that sense it seems like the EU is becoming more and more present 
in the daily routines of the Lithuanian nature protection administration. However, the practices 
carried out at more levels also show that routines are difficult to change and that routines –as argued 
by March & Olsen – make up rules that are determinants of which specific actions are carried out 
(March & Olsen, 1989: 38, see chapter 3).     
According to Jan Durinck – who, via his work as a foreign expert in a PHARE project, has been in 
close contact with the central administration – one of the greatest challenges is to convince the 
central divisions about the need for behavioural change (Durinck, pers. comm., 050403). From 
speaking to the divisions of the SPAD and the SPAS it did, as mentioned, become clear that these 
two divisions recognise how – to use the words of Vidmantas Bezares and Kastytis Gedminas; “in 
our days, it appears that sometimes you have to change a landscape to protect a species” (Bezaras 
& Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 2). Hence, whereas institutional change is reflected within the 
understandings of the nature protection administration, routines and emphasis on specific ways of 
doing things, thus challenges institutional change.  
 
6.2.3. Asymmetries of power: the EU as a threat? 
The European Commission does not until the bio-geographical seminar in the autumn 2005 
formally file its opinion on the Lithuanian implementation process (Edmundas Greimas, pers. 
comm., 050314: 8, see chapter 5). There has however been, as stated by Algirdas Klimavicius and 
others, among the people we have been in contact with, some informal communication between the 
SPAD and the Commission in Brussels. In this communication, the Commission has clearly 
emphasised that the efforts of Lithuania, at least concerning designation of Natura 2000 sites, have 
until now, not met the criteria of the Habitats Directive.  
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Following the argument of Heather Grabbe from chapter 3, the limited room for manoeuvre that has 
faced the new member states – both through screening processes during their status as applicant 
states and now through continuous monitoring – has given the European level an opportunity to 
structure “the logic of political behaviour” at the national level (Grabbe, 2003: 309). In that sense 
the European Commission has quite good prerequisites for structuring the implementation, and as 
we saw in the previous section they are also trying to do so. However, we further saw that Lithuania 
is influencing policies as they are enacted, and that the Commission is far from satisfied with 
especially the designation process. Hence, despite warnings directed at several member states that 
EU Structural Funds would be cut off (Lasén, 2001: 292-293) (see chapter 5) the Lithuanian process 
still seems to be characterised by delays and infringements.  
 
For instance one thing which has been emphasised as a problem is that Lithuania has systematically 
avoided designating Natura 2000 sites in order to prevent conflicts with private land owners (see 
chapter 4 and 5). According to the Habitats Directive, designation is supposed to be carried out only 
on the basis of scientific information; “On the basis of the criteria set out in ANNEX III (stage I) 
and relevant scientific information, each Member State shall propose a list of sites indicating which 
natural habitat types in ANNEX I and which species in ANNEX II that are native to its territory the 
site host” (Habitats Directive, Article 4.1).  
Algirdas Klimavicius, who is Head of the division, which is generally responsible for the 
Lithuanian designation process, is aware that the majority of designated pSCIs are situated on state 
owned territory, but at the same time he emphasises that this is not a consequence of any specific 
strategy; “So we do not look at whether it is private or state owned. But I would not say that most of 
the territories are private owned” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 6). 
In that sense, we understand that – even though it is not reflected through practises in the 
implementation process – Klimavicius is fully aware of the accusations towards the implementation 
process and that it might be in conflict with the logic of appropriateness that exist at the European 
level. Hence, we argue that the Commission has to some extend influenced the understanding of 
what is legitimate or appropriate behaviour concerning the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive.  
Also Edita Lydiene argues that there have not been any official reports sanctioning the Lithuanian 
implementation process; “…until this time we have not experienced something very bad, not in a 
correct way” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 9). Maybe the non-existence of such sanctioning is 
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one reason why the power of the European Commission has not yet managed to ‘force’ a 
satisfactory result from the Lithuanian central administration.  
However, the surrounding environment, especially NGOs and foreign experts, expect the EU to 
sanction delays and infringements both in connection with the bio-geographical seminar and after 
several years, when it will become obvious that management has not been introduced sufficiently. 
An example of this comes from Darius Stoncius, who has drafted the management plan for the 
Cepkeliai strict nature reserve – an area that will be highly affected if proper management is not 
carried out soon, as a result of 30 years of passive management. Stoncius finds, that depending on 
how strong the Commission will be, in controlling the results provided by the Lithuanian MoE, the 
Commission is not likely to be able to sanction the lacking management until the management plan 
is to be revised in ten years. He thinks that “in the worst case they will have to wait until the first 
reporting period to the European Commission”, and afterwards he thinks there will be significant 
change (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 8).  
Hence, as we have pointed out, both people within the central administration, and indeed the 
surrounding environment, has expressed uncertainty concerning future and formal approval of the 
Lithuanian compliance with the EU nature protection acquis.  
Thus, the understanding of the sanctioning power that lies with the European Commission might 
not become really influential for the actions carried out by the central administration before there 
has been a ‘real’ sanctioning in terms of holding back structural funds or the like. Only then will the 
serious intentions of the EU, in regards to the Habitats Directive, become comprehensible for the 
central administration.  
Further, as March & Olsen argue, shocks directed at an organisation may be the starting point of 
institutional change. By this, they mean that an organisation will continue its routines, procedures 
and understandings, until an external factor succeeds in creating a shock, which will put the 
organisation in a condition of confusion and chaos, dependent of the radical extent of the shock. 
Shocks break or damage institutions, which makes room for adoption of new ones. Hence, such a 
possible sanction of removing structural funds may be just enough to create a shock large enough, 
to make room for adaptation to the Commission’s logic of appropriateness concerning the proper 
implementation of the Habitats Directive.  
 
Although, the novelty of EU membership, and hence the just started implementation, might 
influence the possibilities of sanctioning Lithuanian behaviour, it seems like the central 
 93
administration is somewhat aware of what is understood as legitimate at the European level. That is 
for instance visible through the arguments of Algirdas Klimavicius as he states how neither the first 
nor the second submitted list of pSCIs is going to be approved by the European Commission (see 
section on Daily routines and the visibility of the EU membership, above). Holding this awareness 
in mind, it seems strange that it is necessary for both the Commission and the surrounding 
environment to call attention to actions that contradicts the requirements within the Habitats 
Directive. As we shall return to in the following section (Analysis of administrative capacity) there 
might be other important explanations of why Lithuania has until now shown poor results (non-
action and confusion) in the ongoing process of implementing the Habitats Directive.  
 
6.2.4. Barriers and possibilities in the EU membership: Institutional change 
and a new equilibrium? 
This section has focused on the role of the EU membership, and we have now analysed how the 
conditions of EU membership is reflected in the changing routines, procedures and understandings. 
Further we have analysed to which extend the exodus of existing practice is taking place caused to 
the EU membership. We have shown that although the officials are eager to change their routines, 
practices and understandings, the implementation process is still not in agreement with EU logic of 
appropriateness. Therefore we will now investigate how EU conditionality constitutes barriers and 
possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive.  
 
The EU has set all the rules of the game, concerning the membership of Lithuania. Hence, Lithuania 
has had to download the EU legislation, without being able to influence this process, caused to the 
conditions of membership. As the EU has been funding a large part of the costs of implementation, 
among others the costs of the Habitats Directive, the EU has, to some extend, been setting the pace 
of formal changes. The requirements of the EU concerning the implementation process may be seen 
as a possibility. However, the amount of work it takes for the MoE to download and implement the 
environmental acquis may lead to an overload of work, which poses a barrier for the 
implementation.  
 
In the analysis we have seen efforts to create changes within the MoE, but as persistency still exist, 
they are hard to carry through. When talking to us, the implementers recognised the need for change 
in the existing nature protection regime. Some argued that changes were needed (Klimavicius), 
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whereas others argued that extensions of the existing system was necessary (Bezaras & Gedminas); 
hence, the need for change was dependent upon whom we asked.  
 
The EU is very present in the sense that foreign project groups supported by the PHARE-
programme, trying to patch up the institutional and capacity related gaps, occupy the basement of 
the MoE. However, from our empirical research it was hard to observe coherence between the 
expressed eagerness to fulfil the requirements of the EU and the practices that are carried out.  
 
The lack of coherence between ‘eagerness’ and ‘fulfilment’ may be because there is a general 
confusion concerning the logic of appropriateness, which is a sign that the EU to some extend has 
induced an institutional shock – otherwise it would have been harder to change routines, procedures 
and understandings. However, the shock has only been small, and officials are clinging to their 
daily routines. Hence, the Lithuanian logic of appropriateness has not yet adapted to one that fits the 
legitimacy at the EU level. This poses a barrier for the implementation process.  
As we saw in chapter 3, March & Olsen stated that caused to persistency in some organisations, 
frequently, equilibriums will never be met. This perspective is very interesting in the context of the 
present study, as Lithuania simply has to adapt to the EU nature conservation acquis, and thus 
cannot afford persistency and resistance in domestic administrations. Nevertheless we have already 
pointed out persistency of the former approaches towards nature protection.  
 
The EU has possibilities of sanctioning Lithuania, if the country does not comply with EU 
legislation in time and in content. Hence, the EU is influencing the process through its possibilities 
of sanctioning. This ‘fear-factor’ causes slow institutional change, as it still stays a possibility and 
not a real fact: The process is still new and no official report or sanctioning has yet been 
experienced. Hence, the future possibilities of sanctioning still exist, e.g. at the bio-geographical 
seminar, as a potential to speed up institutional change – which, as supported by March & Olsen, is 
possible when shocks appear. An example is that the focus on species and habitats is integrated in 
the logic of appropriateness of the Lithuanian nature protection approach. Hence, the possibilities of 
sanctioning turn out as a possibility for the process.  
 
Another thing pointing towards possibilities is that the EU is the top priority in the Lithuanian 
Parliament. Hence, the politicians seem eager to comply with the requirements of EU membership. 
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However, as we saw in the Analysis on the former Lithuanian nature protection, there is a general 
lack of interest in nature protection issues among politicians, which leads to an economic barrier for 
the process. Hence, we will get back to this issue in chapter 7. 
 
The central administration clearly recognises that there exists a different logic of appropriateness at 
the European level and that working with biodiversity and species protection is the ‘right’ or 
appropriate answer. But at the same time, some of the actions carried out are still in conflict with 
the requirements in the Habitats Directive. This cannot be explained by EU conditionality or 
possibilities of sanctioning. Hence, we have to look other places for an answer to this interesting 
arena of possibilities and barriers. May it be because they simply do not have the capacities of 
fulfilling the criteria put forward by the EU? With basis in this confusion, we will in the following 
section, investigate the level of administrative capacity. Within this explanatory factor, the 
possibilities of sanctioning have not yet shown their effects and an important barrier is reflected 
through non-action and confusion at member state level.  
 
6.3. Analysis of the level of administrative capacity 
In the two previous sections we have seen how barriers and possibilities originating from traditional 
‘ways of doing things’, and from the characteristics of EU membership, are reflected in the routines, 
procedures and understandings of the central administration. In the latter section we concluded that 
the presence of an asymmetrical power relationship is not explicitly visible through the practices 
carried out by the central administration and that the present outcomes of the implementation 
process need further explanations in order to be understood.  
To get further knowledge on the practices carried out, we now turn to the people who implement the 
directive; and hence the administrative capacity that is the basis for the implementation process.  
As we explained in chapter 4, our preliminary assumptions concerning the matter of the present 
administrative capacity in East European environmental administrations, stem from an article by 
Magnus Andersson (2003: 683). Thus the present section will focus on the division of 
responsibilities, under-resourcing in key areas and patterns of employment within the central 
administration. Within Lithuania there are, as explained, however many foreign experts that support 
the implementation process through EU funded projects. In order to get a comprehensive overview 
of the human resources that are allocated towards the implementation process, we hence close this 
section by briefly touching upon their presence.  
 96
6.3.1. Division of labour and responsibilities 
Within the central Lithuanian nature protection administration a general observation was that every 
employee in the public system is supplied with a statute of his or her responsibilities, which is 
posed by the superior and supposed to be followed in every particular way (Klimavicius, pers. 
comm., 050315: 1). Hence, it seems like responsibilities are quite clear-cut divided between the 
divisions of the central administration – and the officials also seem quite aware of their duties 
concerning the implementation. One example is Vidmantas Bezaras and Kastytis Gedminas from 
the SPAS, who emphasised the different challenges faced by each division (the SPAD and the 
SPAS); “There is a difference. If you ask the Ministry of Environment (SPAD, red.), they are 
responsible for all of Lithuania. For us it is the main task to establish the Natura 2000 sites, to 
ensure the protection of species and habitats” (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 4).  
 
However, both the point of view of the SPAD and Edmundas Greimas, the Lithuanian member of 
the EU Commission’s Habitats scientific working group, responsibilities are not so clear-cut when 
carried into practise. Klimavicius argues: “There is some kind of mixed situation. We would like to 
have more clear cut in this division of responsibilities, of course” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 
050315: 4), and according to Greimas it is a matter of not having one person or division within the 
SPAS who is really responsible for the work concerning Natura 2000: “SPAS, I think, have some 
difficulties, because they do not have…they do not see that they have any direct responsibility for 
Natura 2000. Officially, in the terms of paper or statutes…” (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 22). 
The SPAD is currently involved in all discussions with local authorities (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 
050315: 4) and the problem is that this central unit is meant to be policy-makers, not working at the 
practical level; “…they are, they actually are supposed to be more policy-makers. Drafting different 
regulation, giving guidelines…they cannot go to the field and say; okay, this site is a nice site for 
Natura 2000, so let us start designation. It is not their task, not their duty” (Greimas, pers. comm., 
050314: 21).  
Then, whereas the strategic and practical levels of the implementation process is formally – via 
statutes – divided between the SPAD and the SPAS, the SPAD is actually responsible for 
procedures carried out at all levels and the result is (according to SPAD) a somewhat mixed and 
unfortunate situation. 
There are currently three people working with the establishment of Natura 2000 sites in the SPAS, 
and even though Bezares and Gedminas from the SPAS on the one hand, as mentioned, emphasise 
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the difference between the two central divisions, they also recognise that there is a need for a new 
division dealing with the Natura 2000 network – especially because there currently is a lack of 
coordination between the SPAD and the SPAS (Bezaras & Gedminas, pers. comm., 050322: 4). 
Also, Edita Lydiene, who is one of the three employees from the SPAS working with Natura 2000, 
emphasise the importance of establishing a new division, and argue that it will only be a question of 
months before there will be a new division for the “managing of territories of European 
Importance” (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 2). Hence, as the lack of coordination is one obstacle 
that has been emphasised by people who work (and have worked) closely with the central 
administration, the new division might be a solution to some of the problems that are currently 
experienced (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 21). 
 
Despite that there might in the future be a more clear-cut coordination among the levels of policy-
making and practical implementation, there is however not one national formal procedure related to 
the establishment of the Lithuanian contribution the Natura 2000 network (Klimavicius, pers. 
comm., 050315: 2). Both the absence of a formal national strategy, for the implementation of the 
Habitats Directive, as well as the physical separation44 of all the divisions that are involved in the 
process (see scheme chapter 5), might impede the aim of cooperating and on the establishment of a 
coherent implementation process that fulfils the EU requirements concerning nature protection.      
Edita Lydiene clearly stresses that the business of communicating with Brussels is the duty of the 
SPAD, and concerning the non-approval of the list that was first submitted to the Commission, she 
“only heard that we have until June to make a bigger list of Community sites” (Lydiene, pers. 
comm., 050317: 11). Such a statement does not express open communication and cooperating in the 
process of enlarging the new proposal to the Commission, which might impede this work.  
To conclude, there seem to be a fragmentation of responsibilities between the different divisions 
within the central administration, which is – according to the argument of Magnus Andersson – a 
path-dependent structure, a leftover from earlier bureaucratic structures (Andersson, 2003: 683, see 
chapter 4).  
As we explained in chapter 4, research has shown that one of the leftovers from communist 
bureaucracies is that environmental administrations stay centralised and local authorities that are 
                                                 
44 The SPAD and the SPAS are physically separated in two different parts of the city (in Vilnius). Further the 
Biodiversity Division (dealing with the protection of species) and the Forest Department (involved in the designation 
and management of forest habitat areas) are separated – both from each other and from the divisions of the SPAD and 
the SPAS.  
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obliged to organise and implement environmental protection plans stay weak. In the case of the 
Habitats Directive, Lithuanian municipalities hold no direct responsibilities for the implementation 
process, and they do not participate – in short, the Habitats Directive is the responsibility of the 
central authorities (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 2, 4). And even though municipalities, 
according to the Law on Protected Areas, have the right to establish protected areas, there are very 
few of such sites. Albeit, the central administration would like these local authorities to be more 
involved in the whole implementation process, their non-attendance is a result of limited 
administrative capacity. There is only one person working within each municipal environmental 
agency (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 2, 4), and this person is not qualified to designate areas 
(Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 3), which is not surprisingly if he has to be an expert in every 
environmental aspect – from waste water and landfills to nature protection. If municipalities 
designate protected areas and these areas are designated as pSCIs, it is the responsibility of the 
municipality to maintain the favourable conservation status in line with the requirements of the 
Habitats Directive. Hence, when the central administration proposed some sites which are protected 
by municipalities they experienced resistance. Edita Lydiene from SPAS has especially experienced 
this conflict; “If we want to involve them, okay, but they say we have no person we have no time to 
do it… he could not concentrate only on one Directive, Natura 2000… So in each seminar they 
repeated this; we have no time to this, but we are very interested personally in this job” (Lydiene, 
pers. comm., 050317: 4-5). 
When no resources are allocated towards administrative capacity-building at the municipal level, 
the central administration looses an additional partner that might be important due to its location 
and knowledge on local areas and interests.  
 
6.3.2. Patterns of employment and administrative resources  
The majority of people working within the central administration are scientific specialists, mainly 
people educated in Forestry Science and Geographers, with Edita Lydiene being the only Biologist 
working within the SPAS45 (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317). Keeping in mind the landscape focus 
that has for a long time been central to the approach towards nature protection, the employment 
pattern within this division seem like a routinised practise that depend on the traditional ways of 
‘thinking’ nature protection. Thus it might seem logic – among the staff – to employ geographers 
                                                 
45 Edita Lydiene calls herself a Biologist/Ecologist. She graduated from The Lithuanian Agricultural University 
(Kaunas), the Forest Faculty where she studied Ecology and Environment (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050316: 1).  
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within this service. However, as Lydiene emphasises, the contemporary work with the biodiversity 
focus of the Habitats Directive, require more people with a similar educational background in 
biology (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 8).   
Following the argument of Magnus Andersson (2003: 683, see chapter 4) it seems quite clear that 
also people educated within the field of environmental management could be an opportunity within 
the implementation as such professionals might be able to help problems of coordination, with their 
trans disciplinary approach. According to Edmundas Greimas, there are currently more students in 
trans-disciplinary environmental educations. Hence, more available specialists in environmental 
management are likely to be present in the future (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 12). 
 
There is a general lack of finances for the employment of specialist within the public sector, and as 
stated by Algirdas Klimavicius from the SPAD it is; “…hard to get the government to increase the 
number of officials…” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 4). Since there is a lack of resources, the 
central administration cannot afford to employ new people, even though it is a general 
understanding that there is a lack of staff, and indeed specialists within the divisions of SPAD and 
SPAS (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 4; Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 6).   
Further, this lack of financial resources, within public administrations has created a structure where 
a lot of scientists work within university institutes that allow them to work for the private sector as 
consultants as well. When working as a state official, you neither have the time, nor are you 
permitted to do professional occupation elsewhere and hence, the opportunity of getting involved in 
project based consultant work simply gives more money (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 6).     
This pattern, where it, in terms of money, seems more logic to work in private sector businesses (or 
at least to be able to take on consultant work) does not support the need for capacity building at the 
central level and hence the platform from which the implementation of the Habitats Directive is 
structured.  
The lack of human resources is, however, not only a problem at the central level – especially now 
when park administrations have to take upon them more work and new tasks (Bezaras & Gedminas, 
pers. comm., 050322: 3). The problem of limited manpower also becomes visible when studying the 
introduction of management in the case area of Cepkeliai. The Biologist, Darius Stoncius, who 
prepared and drafted the management plan for the area, emphasise how future management of the 
pSCI will be a problem, since there is no budget to purchase equipment or to employ new people to 
take upon them the task of management. Neither the SPAS, nor the park administration itself has 
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formally constructed an annual budget for the purpose of management (Stoncius, pers. comm., 
050322: 7-8). Due to the traditional interpretation that nature should be left for natural processes, 
the park administration has usually not had any other responsibilities than to check the borders of 
the site and catch illegal visitors and poachers, and hence the present requirement of management is 
quite an upheaval for the employees. Even though it was formerly required that park 
administrations were monitoring the processes of succession in the strict nature reserves, this has 
never been done46 in Cepkeliai. Therefore Stoncius emphasises how it might as well be a problem 
of “nobody thinking active management” (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 7). In that sense 
attention needs to be allocated not only to human capacity building within the protected areas but 
also towards the logic of appropriateness that exist among the local staff. Even though the Central 
administration, as mentioned, recognises the need for capacity building within areas like Cepkeliai, 
the challenge of breaking daily routines might be difficult when no formal budgets and resources 
have yet been allocated.  
To conclude, it is a general understanding that there is a lack of specialists and staffs – both at the 
central level, but also at the local level where the objectives of the Habitats Directive is 
implemented. Hence, even though there is recognition of the need for institutional change, current 
patterns might be resistant to change when the public sector does not match wages of the private 
sector and when insufficient resources are allocated towards park administrations.  
 
Another characteristic of the employment pattern within the central nature protection administration 
is that there are currently many young people, holding quite high positions. To give examples of 
this structure, Edita Lydiene, who is 26, is employed as a senior expert in SPAS and Algirdas 
Klimavicius, who is in the beginning of the thirties, is employed as Head of the division, SPAD.  
Lydiene has only been occupied in her current position for 8 moths and before that she worked only 
a few months on a project on natural meadows, after she graduated (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 
1). Klimavicius, has, before his current occupation also worked as a specialist in the Biodiversity 
Department within the MoE – and before that he was a senior specialist in ‘General Forest 
Enterprise’, under the Forestry Department (see scheme chapter 5) (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 
050315: 1).  
According to Edita Lydiene this employment pattern is a consequence of the contemporary project-
based work, but as she mentions herself, there are no other within the SPAS that are capable of 
                                                 
46 As Darius Stoncius was preparing the management plan for the site he was looking for information about the last 30 
years of natural developments, but such data was non-existent (Darius Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 5).  
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taking her responsibilities upon them (Lydiene, pers. comm., 050317: 8). On the basis of our 
observations, it is hard to say whether this employment pattern is a sign of a general lack of experts 
in Lithuania or whether older and more experienced people are occupied within private sector 
businesses? According to Edita Lydiene, the latter argument is more likely, whereas Jan Durinck, 
who in his profession as a Danish consultant has been an employer of Lithuanian experts since 
1999, argues the former to reflect the current situation (Durinck, pers. comm., 050403). 
We are, as mentioned, not capable of concluding upon the total amount of Lithuanian experts, but 
do have a few comments on causal relations and this employment pattern. First of all, all the 
positions related to the implementation of the Habitats Directive are – due to the novelty of EU 
membership – recently established and has opened up for the employment of new people in the 
MoE. Secondly, even though these young people might not have a lot of work experience, new 
employees might be more open towards institutional change and to disengagement from old 
patterns of behaviour, as the path dependency is not yet so present in their daily routines. Thus, 
whereas the young people in the central administration were mentioned as a problem by the 
surrounding environment (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 22; Durinck, pers. comm., 050403), their 
new perspectives might turn out to be a possibility for the implementation process.  
 
6.3.3. Outsourcing – is it a problem? 
According to Edmundas Greimas the process of implementing the Habitats Directive in Lithuania 
has been “completely privatised” (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405) as the EU Funding for new 
member states has donated millions of Euros towards the implementation  (WWF, 2003: 35-36). 
Instead of a national program for the implementation, it is the UN and the EU that allocates human 
and financial assistance towards the Lithuanian implementation of the EU nature protection acquis, 
as well as the DANCEE programme has supported Lithuania (see chapter 4).  
The import of experience from EU-15 member states has made the MoE a coordinating body more 
than anything else (Durinck, pers. comm., 050403), and even though we do recognise that other 
European ministries widely use the process of outsourcing processes to independent consultants – it 
is our personal interpretation that this way of organising the implementation cannot be neglected 
when dealing with domestic administrative capacity. Not least caused to the question of whether the 
product of such an implementation process will - in the long run – cause capacity building at the 
national level?   
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As we seem to be the only ones to question the presence of all the foreign experts, we will however 
return to this issue in the following chapter, where we discuss the implementation process.    
 
6.3.4. Barriers and possibilities in the level of administrative capacity 
This part of the present chapter has focused on the division of responsibilities, under-resourcing in 
key areas and patterns of employment within the central administration. From our investigations it 
is possible to state that the level of administrative capacity has certain impacts on the process of 
implementing the Habitats Directive, in terms of barriers and possibilities.  
First of all, the MoE-officials seem to follow a statute, which outlines their tasks and 
responsibilities. The statutes make the implementation seem quite a coordinated process, as statutes 
– if they work well – make clear-cut coordination between duties of different MoE-divisions. This 
could prevent non-transparency and confusion in the division of tasks, and hence statutes seem a 
possibility as they facilitate the implementation process. Currently there is however still some 
confusion concerning the responsibilities for the Natura 2000. 
Further there is no national procedure related to Natura 2000, which is likely to pose a barrier since 
there is not a clear-cut understanding of which common objective the central administration is 
moving towards. Finally, the existing statutes express that it is logic of appropriateness that 
everyone follow their own statute and do not reach beyond its boundaries. This lack of flexibility 
might also pose a barrier for a dynamic implementation process, with cooperation that is evaluated 
in relation to developing requirements.   
 
The previous analysis of impacts from a former nature protection approach, illustrated that the 
‘ways of doing things’ in the SPAS are characterised by path dependency. However, the SPAS also 
recognises that it has responsibilities towards habitats and species, which means that it is in the 
process of adopting the EU’s logic of appropriateness concerning nature protection. For that reason 
the SPAS is establishing a new administrative division, which is a clear possibility for the 
implementation. Yet, there is still some confusion about when and how the new division will be 
established.  
The SPAS further acknowledges that more resources are necessary, for instance to carry out 
management. The attention towards the required human capacities is positive, but there is also a 
need for attention towards the logic of appropriateness and ‘ways of doing things’ among the staff 
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in site administrations, so that this level will see the need for management, and follow their new 
statutes.  
 
We have seen in this section that there is a need for administrative capacity-building in many areas.  
First of all we saw that it is logic of appropriateness to employ many geographers and foresters in 
the MoE. Further, there is – possibly because of a lack of experts - a tendency to employ rather 
young and inexperienced people, which may be a barrier. Yet these young employees also seem to 
initiate institutional change more quickly, which is a possibility for the speed of the implementation 
process. Despite this possibility, it doe however still seems necessary to change the path-dependent 
patterns of employment, which causes a barrier for the implementation. This is necessary in order to 
open up for a more integrated and trans-disciplinary approach towards nature protection. There is 
currently a need for more biologists and environmental managers, and especially employment of the 
latter might be a good idea in terms of better coordination and cooperation in the implementation 
process. A new trans-disciplinary environmental education has been established at Vilnius 
University and therefore more specialists in environmental management will be available in the 
future. These present a possibility to change the patterns of employment (Greimas, pers. comm., 
050314: 12). 
  
As a part of the employment pattern, there is also a tendency for the private sector to pay higher 
wages than the public sector, which may attract experts to the private sector, and hence prevent 
capacity building in public administrations. This may be a barrier for the process, as it seems like 
experts avoid the central administration in their career planning. 
 
Further, it is possible to point out of under-resourcing in key areas, because there is a general lack 
of employees allocated towards the implementation process. Even though there is especially a lack 
of people in the SPAS, it is a problem at all levels that administrative capacity is missing. For 
instance, there are not enough resources available to employ sufficient staff, or to involve the 
municipal levels in the implementation process. Almost no responsibilities are allocated to local 
authorities (municipalities), as there is no administrative capacity at this level.  
 
The lack of resources to employ more specialists at the central level - and to build human capacity 
at the local level - is understood to be a consequence of a general lack of financial resources 
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allocated towards the field of nature protection. Hence, whereas path-dependent employment 
patterns seem to relate to logic of appropriateness within the central administration, the domestic 
economic situation is emphasised as a barrier for the national Lithuanian contribution to the 
implementation process in general. Therefore it is also understood as natural that foreign experts 
‘import’ experiences, expert-knowledge, and financial resources – and that foreign project groups 
currently structure parts of the implementation process. As we have mentioned, we think it is 
important to discuss the inter-linkage between foreign project groups and domestic capacity 
building, and return to this matter in the following chapter.  
Before, closing this chapter we will however elaborate on the matter of economic considerations 
within the central nature protection administration, and hence how economic priorities and national 
financial resources structure impact the implementation of the Habitats Directive.  
 
6.4. Analysis of the level of Economic Development 
In chapter 4, we briefly went through how the national economy of Lithuania, since independence 
in 1991, has been characterised as an economy in transition. In short, the planned-economy from the 
Soviet era has been replaced with a market economy that refers to the European Single Market and 
the aims of the Monetary Union. Even though economic restructuring was expected to boost the 
economy, Lithuania did – in line with other countries in transition – experience recession and a 
dramatic fall in production. Thus, Lithuanian did not pass the 1989 level of growth in GDP before 
the year of 2000.  
 
As mentioned above, nature protection has never had a strong position at the Lithuanian political 
agenda (Morkvenas, pers. comm., 050402), and taking into consideration the past years of economic 
recession it is thus quite understandable that investments within this policy field have not suddenly 
been given first priority. As we saw in the previous analyses above, nature protection has 
traditionally been passive and not something that has achieved much attention. According to 
Algirdas Klimavicius, from the SPAD, it is hard to get the politicians to move beyond this path-
dependency and to make the political level realise that times have now changed. Hence, instead of 
paying attention to the required resources within this field, politicians stick to the traditional ways 
of doing things and only pay attention to the establishment of the Natura 2000 network when 
designating of pSCIs collide with infrastructure development projects (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 
050315: 13). This interpretation from an official within the central administration is supported by 
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Edmundas Greimas, who argues, that only when nature protection is inter-linked with EU funding 
and the possibility of building new facilities, this policy field becomes visible at the political agenda 
(Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 9) 
Even though, the argument of Algirdas Klimavicius gives the impression that attention towards 
nature protection requires a collision with some economic activities, the focus on construction and 
building cannot instantaneously be linked only with meanders of history. It is our understanding 
that the awareness about for instance infrastructure is related to the somewhat past years with 
recession and low production growth.  
   
As it became obvious in the previous section (6.3.), Algirdas Klimavicius, who is Head of Division 
in the SPAD, has the interpretation that it is hard to get the government to increase the annual 
budget for nature protection and hence it is impossible to employ new specialists. The reason for 
this situation is however, according to Klimavicius, the current economic situation; “It is a general 
thing that is a big influence on the whole area: economics of the country” (Klimavicius, pers. 
comm., 050315: 4).   
Also in the SPAS, there is a general understanding that no money are allocated towards this area, 
because as the Deputy Director, Vidmantas Bezaras argue; “The first problem in our country is no 
money for nature protection” (Bezaras, pers. comm., 050322): 4). 
The general interpretation that there is no room for nature protection investments in Lithuania might 
influence the logic of appropriateness that is applied to the process of implementing the Habitats 
Directive as this understanding affects the ambitions of the central administration. In other words, 
when it is understood as appropriate that compliance with EU requirements is achieved with the 
smallest possible amount of financial resources, it affects the behaviour of the implementers. In 
Lithuania, this is especially visible as regards two aspects in the implementation process; the 
approach towards private landowners and the approach towards EU funding.  
 
Private landowners that have recently regained the property rights to their land are, as mentioned in 
chapter 4, complaining about the designation of Natura 2000 sites within their territory. The conflict 
with private landowners seem to be important for the actions of the central administration for one 
reason; their claim of compensation. Due to the novelty of the implementation process, there still 
seem to be some confusion about whether private landowners will receive compensation or not. 
However, as the principle is that “you will get compensation if you loose income” the Lithuanian 
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government has now approved a compensation system for private forest owners47 (Klimavicius, 
pers. comm., 050315: 7). This decision has made the compensation of forest owners seem the most 
urgent problem, which is also evident from the attention to this problem within the Forest 
Department. Laura Kainauskaite, from the Forest Development Division in the Forest Department, 
emphasises this conflict of compensation. Because on the one hand, the Forest Department is 
pushed by private forest owner and can feel “their breath in the neck” (Kaisnauskaite, pers. comm., 
050404: 5), and on the other hand Kainauskaite doubts whether a compensation system can possibly 
be financed (Kainauskaite, pers. comm., 050404: 2). As the Forest Department participates in 
decision-making concerning the designation and management of forest pSCIs, the current 
interpretation of private land as an arena of conflict, might pose an obstacle for compliance with the 
Habitats Directive. Because, when it is a common understanding in the central administration that it 
is too expensive to designate private land for the purpose of establishing Natura 2000 sites, private 
land is avoided. And as we saw in section 6.2 such a strategy conflicts one important objective of 
the Habitats Directive, which is that pSCIs are designated only on the basis of scientific 
assumptions.  
 
We did mention the lack of a national budget previous in this analysis. Consequently all money 
used for the implementation stem from EU funding.48 When EU funding is the basis for all actions 
in the process, what is possible to achieve depends on available EU money. Hence, as the EU has 
recently invited tenders for a project on the implementation of management, management plans are 
now drafted. And as the central administration (SPAD) is now planning an information campaign 
directed at both private landowners and politicians, Algirdas Klimavicius rely entirely on available 
funding: “As I said: we have access to structural funds and one of the projects is financed by these 
money. From these sources. That is the strategy” (Klimavicius, pers. comm., 050315: 12).  
According to Edmundas Greimas, the governmental attitude towards the Habitat Directive is that: 
“if this is necessary for the EU, then EU should pay for this” (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 18), 
and whereas such a strategy might insure an implementation process in line with the priorities of the 
European Commission, it is also likely to affect the process in other ways. Because, when funding 
                                                 
47 Agriculture in Lithuania is for the most part still dependent on traditional and very extensive methods of land-use 
(Greimas, pers. comm. 050314). Hence, most farmers cannot prove a ‘loss of income’ as their land-use will presently 
not be restricted by a Natura 2000 designation.  
48 There is no fixed national budget for the implementation of the Habitats Directive, but according to Edmundas 
Greimas about 30-40.000 Lt (about 60-80.000 DKK.) has at one point been directed towards the finishing of a project 
(Greimas, pers. comm. 050314: 18). 
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is understood as the only possible resource – areas that actually need attention, and which have not 
yet been recognised as problems at the European level, are not taken into account.  
An example of this is the case area of Cepkeliai, where Darius Stoncius has been forced to make 
strategic planning when drafting the management plan, as there were not enough resources to 
manage all the relevant areas. Hence, Stoncius is still waiting for the EU to catch the Lithuanian 
nature protection administration in “sweeping things under the carpet”, as Stoncius thinks they are 
doing with this downscaled management (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 10).  
   
Even though the implementation of the Habitats Directive rely almost entirely on the money coming 
from Brussels – and even though political attention towards the area of nature protection seems 
more inter-linked with the possibility of absorbing structural funds, than with a sudden excitement 
about the protection of species and habitats – the attention towards the area has changed over recent 
years.  
According to Algirdas Klimavicius, more money and attention from politicians is however now 
allocated towards nature protection: “So we have more resources to implement the requirements of 
national law and the Habitats Directive. That it is recognised as a priority area” (Klimavicius, 
pers. comm., 050315: 9). And even though underlying reasons are controversial it is positive for the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive that this piece of EU legislation is now discussed at the 
political level. In fact, on the 30th of March 2005, the Habitats Directive was discussed for the first 
time in the Committee on Environmental Protection (a committee consisting of members from the 
Lithuanian Parliament), and this committee has also recently categorised the LIFE+ program49 as 
very important for Lithuania (Matuseviciute, pers. comm., 050331: 1).  
 
6.4.1. Barriers and possibilities related to the level of economic development 
Generally the investigation of this explanatory factor did not contribute much to our list of barriers 
and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive. This is related to the fact that 
during the three previous analyses we have presented how economic aspects influence the 
implementation process in different ways. Hence, some institutions posing barriers and possibilities 
have already been dealt with. However, in this section we have had the possibility to support some 
                                                 
49 Advisers to the committees of the Lithuanian Parliament have categorised the importance of 300 proposals that the 
European Commission would like to propose in 2005 (Raulinatyte & Matuseviciute, pers. comm., 050331: 1). The 
LIFE+ funding instrument is a new programme, with a budget of 2.19 billion euro over the period 2007-13, which will 
focus on better implementation, governance and communication of environmental policies.   
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of the previous mentioned barriers and possibilities from an economic perspective, which is the 
reason that we returned to some of the points.  
We have seen that the path dependent fact that only few resources traditionally have been allocated 
towards the field is still characterising this policy area. This is a barrier when implementing the 
Habitats Directive, which is rather costly for instance due to the introduction of management 
activities.  
 
Further, we have seen how the understanding of the amount of available resources impacts the ways 
of doing things and the interpretations of what is possible, i.e. logic of appropriateness. An example 
of this is that it is not considered possible to compensate private land-owners. Another example is 
that all money for the implementation process is expected to come from EU structural funds. When 
EU funding is understood as the only way of financing, then areas that have not been recognised as 
problems, but actually needs attention are in a dilemma. On the other side EU funding may ensure 
an implementation process, which is in line with the priorities of the EU.  
A third example is that interpretations of what is possible impact the level of ambition. These 
examples may all be seen as barriers for the implementation process.  
 
Yet, despite the level of economic capacity, the MoE is currently experiencing that more resources 
are allocated towards the area of nature protection. This is a fact that is contributing to the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive, as one of the results is the establishment of more 
divisions concerned with the Natura 2000 network. Further, the politicians have recognised the 
LIFE plus programme as a priority, albeit it may be only because it entails funding. 
 
 
6.5. Conclusion on chapter 6 
In this section we will first of all summarise to make a list of institutions found within the 
Lithuanian MoE, which influences the implementation of the Habitats Directive. Through chapter 6 
we have implicitly shown how these institutions are inter-linked with explanatory factors, as we 
have investigated institutions originating from the four explanatory factors. Therefore we have 
below outlined a list, which shows barriers and possibilities originating from the four explanatory 
factors.  
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 Barriers Possibilities 
An understanding that nature is 
abundant so there is no need 
for nature protection. 
An understanding that change 
is necessary in the nature 
protection approach 
A lack of awareness and 
concern for nature protection 
means few resources allocated 
as it is not considered 
legitimate. 
Negative attitude towards 
protected areas. 
The former approach was 
passive, which means a lack of 
management and deterioration 
of some protected areas. 
Former Lithuanian 
nature protection 
Focus on landscape instead of 
biodiversity – means no 
holistic approach 
Progress on a switch to 
biodiversity protection.   
Lithuania influences the 
process by affecting at 
domestic level. 
The EU officially sets the rules 
and the pace.  
The amount of work causes 
overload in the MoE. 
Eagerness to carry out work 
and join the EU. 
Practical level is not following 
the central eagerness – and 
officials are still executing old 
routines. 
The EU is visible in the daily 
work 
Possibility of sanctioning as a 
potential fear factor, which 
causes institutional change. 
Membership of the 
European Union 
General confusion due to 
institutional change. 
Institutional change/radical 
shock induces change. 
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  The EU is top priority in the 
Parliament. 
Confusion of responsibility 
despite statutes.  
Statutes help coordinating the 
implementation process. 
Statutes cause inflexibility. New division to be established, 
which means more biologists 
employed 
Employment of many young 
and inexperienced people in 
high positions. 
Accept that more resources are 
necessary to carry out 
management. 
Lack of specialised staff in 
management and biology 
Young people are more open 
towards institutional change. 
Outsourcing is bad for capacity 
building. 
Environmental managers are 
being educated: this may 
change the employment pattern 
in the future. 
Administrative capacity 
Under-resourcing in key areas: 
staff, equipment, involvement 
of municipalities. 
Outsourcing is good for 
capacity building. 
Not enough resources for 
nature protection due to 
economy in transition. 
More money are allocated 
towards the area of nature 
protection, which means 
institutional change. 
Not enough resources to 
compensate landowners for 
designation. 
Ambition level must be 
downscaled. 
Level of economic 
development 
Expectation of EU funding to 
pay for the entire 
implementation 
If the EU pays, the EU decides 
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7.0. Discussion 
Looking at institutions in the Lithuanian nature protection administration, we have in chapter 6 
investigated barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive. Further we 
have investigated how these institutions are inter-linked with the four explanatory factors. The 
purpose of this chapter is however to further validate and put a perspective to the investigated 
barriers and possibilities, i.e. to illustrate how these are relatively causing obstacles or facilitating a 
move towards an implementation that is in accordance with the directive.  
 
The present chapter is divided into three sections. First of all we will look back at the institutions 
that are related to the four explanatory factors to determine, which cause the most substantial 
barriers and possibilities. In other words, we discuss the explanatory factors in relation to each other 
and emphasise those barriers and possibilities that are most likely to influence on the 
implementation process.  
Secondly, we compare these barriers and possibilities with the general implementation objectives of 
the Habitats Directive. The point of departure for this discussion is how the characteristics of the 
Lithuanian implementation process are related to the status as a new member state, and we compare 
the Lithuanian barriers and possibilities with that of EU-15 (briefly outlined in chapter 5), to the 
extent that it contributes to this understanding.  
Thirdly, fully aware that we are crossing the border of the present research area, we will close this 
discussion with an evaluation of which areas of priority that needs special attention within the 
Lithuanian context. This provides insight into how Lithuania can improve the implementation of the 
Habitats Directive in order to avoid future conflicts with the European Commission. 
 
7.1. Barriers and possibilities 
7.1.1. Former nature protection approach 
In the following we will discuss the barriers and possibilities found in chapter 6 relating that are 
related to the former Lithuanian nature protection approach, to find out how much they influence 
the implementation process, and hence how relevant they are for the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive.  
The major finding concerning previous ways of protecting nature was that there is a very noticeable 
presence of the Soviet approach towards nature protection within the current Lithuanian approach. 
The question of this section is how much this approach influences the implementation of the 
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Habitats Directive. We have already seen in chapter 6 that the former approach is quite different 
from the approach introduced by the EU in the Habitats Directive – and hence that the former 
approach poses barriers for the implementation. However, to what extent are the barriers posing 
obstacles and hence slowing down the implementation process?  
 
One of the very obvious differences we have observed is the path dependent landscape focus that is 
implicit in the Law on Protected Areas. This piece of legislation does, as we have emphasised, 
collide with the focus of the Habitats Directive, i.e. conservation of biodiversity.  
Further, Edmundas Greimas, the Lithuanian member of the European Commission’s Habitats 
scientific working group, calls the passive former approach into question as it also conflicts the 
biodiversity focus of the Habitats Directive. Because, when management is prohibited, favourable 
conservation status is not necessarily maintained. He gives an example from Soviet times where an 
island, which was used as grassing land for herbivores during Summer time, became a protected 
area, because of rare breeding birds on the meadows. The protection meant that grassing was not 
allowed anymore and the island was left to overgrow, which resulted in the birds finding other 
places to breed (Greimas, pers. comm., 050314: 27). Hence, this example proves that the former 
approach has actually deteriorated some sites that could have been designated as Natura 2000 sites 
(for instance bog areas). This shows that it is essential to make changes to the former approach in 
order to make room and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive.  
 
Path-dependency can be an important factor, in the sense that it prevents introduction of necessary 
measures. The Lithuanian nature protection administration is currently in a situation where they are 
obliged to learn and to follow an external set of institutions, i.e. new ‘ways of doing things’. Hence, 
a continuing resistance towards the EU will only lead to some sort of sanctioning, which is not 
preferable as the Commission may cut off structural funds if a country does not comply.  
What we have found is that the former approach within the Law on Protected Areas is very deeply 
rooted, as it dates back somewhat 30 years – back to a centralised system, with little transparency 
and little local control. March & Olsen wrote that institutions preserve themselves by being resistant 
to change and that routines are sustained by being embedded in a structure of routines and by the 
way they organize attention. It means that routines, understandings etc. of the former approach are 
institutionalised so deep within the MoE that it will take a long time to change them.  
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However, in despite of the obvious formal path dependency, there are also signs of opening up 
towards the EU’s logic of appropriateness. From our interviews within the MoE, it was obvious that 
the officials in the MoE knew that they ought to answer ‘biodiversity’ instead of ‘landscape’ – and 
that they felt obliged to appreciate the approach of the EU. This may not necessarily be a sign of 
institutional change, as it can be an outwardly formal way of acknowledging the EU, whereas old 
institutions and ways of doing things still seem appropriate in daily routines. It may also be that the 
officials are ready for EU institutions and looking forward to implement them, however there are 
formal obstacles, illustrated through for instance statutes and legal acts, which need to be redefined 
to formally include the biodiversity approach in the domestic approach towards nature protection. 
At least this will be the most durable and valid solution in the longer run, as an indefinite landscape-
focus may cause confusion when implementing the Natura 2000.  
Discussing the EU membership below, we will return to the matter of formal eagerness to 
implement EU requirements combined with the problem that the practical establishment of pSCIs is 
characterised by institutional resistance. 
 
In chapter 6 we also found a lack of concern for and awareness of nature protection among the 
public, which constitutes a barrier for the general implementation of Natura 2000. Despite that the 
consequence of this attitude, is a lack of legitimacy concerning nature protection, it is rather 
understandable. Because, when untouched nature seems abundant, the Lithuanian people really do 
not recognise the need to regulate this resource. An example of this is that during our stay in Vilnius 
we were able to observe that even the capital is surrounded by nature and forests, which stretches 
far into the city.  
The Habitats Directive is invented in Western Europe where nature is scarce and where regulation 
become essential for the protection of what is left. Nevertheless, it is a requirement of the EU that 
the new member states protect nature, and it is even considered one of the benefits to the EU-15 that 
the new member states contributes with biodiversity and large natural areas (see also the Subject 
Area). Hence, the attitude may constitute a barrier for the implementation of the Habitats Directive, 
because it is hard to gain legitimacy in the eyes of the citizens when expanding the net of protected 
areas, and especially protecting areas on private land. 
Concerning the awareness of nature protection, the Director of the Baltic Environmental Forum in 
Lithuania, Zymantas Morkvenas, agrees that there is not very much attention. He thinks, however, 
that there exists a concern for environmental issues among the public, e.g. for nuclear power plants, 
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oil spills in the Baltic Sea as well as a very actively awareness of NIMBY (not-in-my-back-yard). 
He finds that the reason for the current lack of public awareness concerning nature conservation is 
caused by something more philosophical – as described in Maslow’s hierarchy of needs50: 
According to Morkvenas, nature conservation is positioned somewhere a little bit above the middle 
in the hierarchy, whereas people’s needs have not yet even reached the middle. People have spent 
time trying to secure their safety in the latter years, which is the reason that they have not paid 
attention towards nature protection and environmental issues (Morkvenas, pers. comm., 050402: 1).  
More gravely, Morkvenas argues why there is a lack of participation. He thinks it is because of a 
heritage from the Soviet regime – not believing that you can and may influence something, which 
then makes an important obstacle.  
Public attention towards the Natura 2000 and towards the contents of Habitats Directive is 
necessary, as the designation of pSCIs will cause restrictions of some activities. There have been 
the required hearings for Natura 2000 sites as well as for management plans, but generally not very 
many people attend (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 3). Another conflict is thus the lack of public 
attention and participation, which may also be caused by former routines. Attention and 
participation is necessary in order to involve the public in the establishment of the Natura 2000 
network, and in order to create legitimacy around the implementation process. As mentioned in the 
previous chapter, the SPAD is at the moment planning an awareness-campaign, and if the public 
become aware of the fact that Natura 2000 sites are not necessarily ‘no-go’ territories, then it might 
be possible to change the negative attitude towards protected areas, and create legitimacy for 
designation of new sites.  
 
7.1.2. Membership of the European Union 
Before we begin to discuss the barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive, that are related to the new membership of the European Union, it is essential to mention 
the novelty of the entire process. Lithuania gained full membership of the European Union only in 
May 2004 and as we started our investigations in September 2004, one can argue an analysis of the 
whole process to be somewhat premature in terms of concluding upon outcomes. We do however 
argue that characteristics of the Lithuanian approach towards the implementation process are 
                                                 
50 Abraham Maslow is known for establishing the theory of a hierarchy of needs, writing that human beings are 
motivated by unsatisfied needs, and that certain lower needs need to be satisfied before higher needs can be satisfied. 
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already visible, and have made the ongoing processes of designating pSCIs and drafting 
management plans, central variables within our study.  
 
Investigating the barriers and possibilities related to the Lithuanian membership of the European 
Union, we first of all found that the EU officially sets the pace, yet it still seems that Lithuania 
manipulates the process by influencing at the domestic level – something that is supported by the 
theory of Europeanisation.  
 
During our investigations we have observed eagerness to join the EU and to carry out the required 
work to comply with EU legislation. We did however observe some inconsistencies within the 
central administration, as the SPAD seemed more eager than SPAD to change procedures. We have 
determined in chapter 6 that the SPAS is a service highly influenced by path dependency, as its 
main object is to protect areas according to the Law on Protected Areas. Hence, the problem of 
discrepancy between the policy-making level, the SPAD, and the practical level, the SPAS, is likely 
to be caused by different stages of the implementation that are the focus within the two divisions.   
The SPAD is a new division, solely concerned with international matters including the 
implementation of the Natura 2000 network, whereas the SPAS is in principle an old 
administration, which is characterised by old institutions, and path dependent ways of doing things.  
As these two units are the main responsible for the implementation of the Habitats Directive, and 
respectively responsible for the formal and the practical implementation, the difference in their 
approaches is not just a barrier for the implementation process, but is a major obstacle towards a 
proper implementation of the directive. Hence, it is possible to conclude here that there is a lack of 
coordination and coherence between the policy -and the practical oriented approaches towards the 
implementation of Natura 2000, which is important for the dynamics of the implementation process 
in general.  
 
However, it must be stated here, that non-compliance with the requirements of the Habitats 
Directive cannot be accredited only to institutions, i.e. routines, procedures and understandings in 
the MoE and the differences between the SPAD and the SPAS, but also towards the missing 
attention from politicians. When it comes to political attention towards nature protection, the 
attitude suddenly gets a direct influence on possibilities for the implementation, as this attitude is 
central for the allocation of required funds towards the implementation process.  
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We learned that politicians have the EU as their first priority. This means that they are working hard 
to get an insight into the functions of the European Union as well as the consequences of 
membership, which at the moment is centred on adopting the acquis communautaire. This 
prioritisation reflects that it is important for the politicians to avoid sanctions from the European 
Commission. However, nature protection is not prioritised, and neither do the politicians, currently 
in the Parliament, know anything about the Habitats Directive. Hence, the process seems a little 
hopeless, as underlying factors like the public attention as well as the political awareness influences 
the process in such a decisive way.  
Hence, the eagerness to show behavioural commitment to the requirements of the European club, 
does not become very explicit concerning the matter of nature protection, and there is no direct 
support for the establishment of new methods for approaching this field.   
 
The amount of environmental work, to be carried out as a consequence of the EU membership, 
causes overload in the MoE. At the same time the officials are working with the constant push of 
deadlines to be fulfilled. The months before the final accession in May 2004 have probably been the 
worst. However, concerning the Habitats Directive, the work will continue, with designation of 
more sites, the introduction of management, monitoring as well as enforcement of the legislation. 
Hence, it is possible to discuss whether this overload can be looked upon as an institutional shock 
for the MoE. For example the Lithuanian nature protection administration can be said to be put in a 
condition of shock as they realise the amount of work and resources required to implement the 
Habitats Directive. Caused to the new membership of the European Union, a lot of things are new, 
which makes it possible to discuss whether we are dealing with the phenomenon ‘institutional 
shock’, as presented in the theoretical approach in chapter 3 by March & Olsen. Institutional shocks 
occur when radical change is suddenly necessitated in society. An example may be that of the 
breakdown of the Soviet Union, which resulted in Lithuania being able to set out on the path of 
change from a Communist bureaucracy to a democratic political system. The radicalism of this was 
probably not visible in the beginning, but only when the amount of changes going to happen was 
perceived.  
Yet, only institutional shocks produce quick change. The European Union has been induced into the 
Lithuanian Society for the last decade, which means that it cannot be compared to the shock that the 
breakdown of the Soviet Union must have entailed. Therefore, institutional change in relation to the 
downloading of EU legislation is only likely to happen in incremental steps. Even though the EU is 
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setting up requirements and deadlines, it seems impossible for Lithuania to change their ways of 
doing things, in one go. This is because old rules and routines are likely to persist. Hence, changes 
might only happen formally, whereas business is carried out as usual. 
As change is currently going on within the Lithuanian nature protection administration, this can 
explain why some actors now choose an action that lies within the boundaries of EU legitimacy, 
and thereby support our hypothesis on the coming institutional change and European integration.  
 
To make an overall assessment of the impacts of the membership of the European Union on the 
Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats Directive, the EU can be said to be important. The EU is 
the source of institutional change. We did however, inspired by the theory of Europeanisation, 
expect the EU to be more visible than it was. Of course membership was visible for the MoE 
officials when implementing the Habitats Directive, which stems directly from the EU. However, 
whether the EU, with its possibilities of sanctioning, is speeding up the process is – considering the 
novelty of the whole implementation process– hard yet to conclude upon. 
 
7.1.3. Administrative capacity 
Investigating barriers and possibilities within the explanatory factor of administrative capacity we 
have found that there is a general deficiency in the administrative system. Much of it may be 
attributed to the rapid political and economic change, which have characterised the Lithuanian 
society since the time of independence in 1991. However some barriers and possibilities are more 
important and obvious than others. 
  
One thing we noticed in the Lithuanian MoE was that many young people were employed in high 
positions. Whether this is an expression of a general lack of experts in Lithuania, is hard to tell. 
What we can point out though, is that there is presently a lack of specialised staff in management 
and biology. Hence, at least in these two areas, there must be a lack of educated experts available 
for the MoE. We tried to investigate whether this could be explained by the fact that the private 
sector pays higher wages. In a society with a general low economic capacity, higher wages may 
have a great impact of where people apply for jobs. However, the employment of so many young 
people within the central nature protection administration is likely to be a sign of insufficient 
numbers of experts to choose from. Hence, there is a need to educate both biologists and 
environmental managers. This barrier is important for the implementation of the Habitats Directive, 
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as biologists are required to provide data on habitats and species as well as to prepare management 
plans, whereas environmental managers are required to ensure long-term planning and sectoral 
integration.  
 
Concerning the role of outsourcing, we can state that impacts from foreign project groups are 
important in the context of institutional change. These project groups from many different countries 
come with different understandings and ways of doing things that they teach the Lithuanians. This 
may cause some confusion among the central nature protection administration; however the project 
groups are at the same time organising important steps of the implementation process (for instance 
the drafting of management plans). Hence in the longer run outsourcing may turn out as a 
possibility for the implementation. Even though this structure might speed up and strengthen the 
process of implementation, it is questionable how this division of labour might influence the 
Lithuanian approach in the long run, for instance in terms of capacity building. For instance, 
domestic efforts become less necessary, as long as EU send experts and money.  
We do however, in relation to outsourcing, also think that it is vital for the MoE to feel ownership 
of the process of implementing the Habitats Directive – to feel that they are in control of the 
process. The MoE is more or less in control of the process, as they have steering committees for 
every foreign project, however it is a question of a balance of power, that the MoE needs to have, in 
order for the outsourcing to be a possibility and a push forward for the implementation process.  
 
Another important finding that affects the implementation process in general is that there is an 
absence of a national strategy for biodiversity protection or vision for protected areas. This means 
that there is a lack of understanding and agreement of what it is the Lithuanian MoE is working 
towards in their efforts of establishing the Natura 2000 network. Hence, the work participates to 
take steps forward, but in a tunnel with no end – which may be said to be a major barrier in relation 
to the intentions of the Habitats Directive. A lack of a goal of protection of habitats and species may 
lead to other errands on the way during the implementation, which may not fit the objectives of the 
directive.  
The lack of an overall strategy is supported by the virtually non-existent public awareness 
concerning nature protection issues, and by the absence of NGOs to monitor and call attention to 
infringements in the implementation. According to Zymantas Morkvenas, the Director of Baltic 
Environmental Forum in Lithuania, the NGOs do not have capacity to seek dialogue with the 
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politicians and neither to monitor the MoE. This may affect the implementation, if no one is 
keeping an eye on the MoE. Furthermore, in Lithuania, the NGOs do generally not have members, 
which mean that they have to do consultancy work to sustain themselves (Durinck, pers. comm., 
050403; Morkvenas, pers. comm., 050402: 2).  
To conclude upon this, the absence of a national strategy, as well as the lack of NGOs to monitor 
the process, is a dangerous combination, which may lead to a bad performance in relation to 
deadlines and requirements. We will return to this matter in section 7.3.  
 
7.1.4. The level of economic development 
Investigating this explanatory factor, the most obvious conclusion was that there is a wide-ranging 
lack of financial resources in society, as the Lithuanian economy still has not completely recovered 
from transition. This lack of resources leads to a general understanding that there are not enough 
financial resources in society, to be able to allocate money towards nature protection, as it is not a 
publicly prioritised area.  
Hence, nature conservation seems to be connected to the general economic development and 
political conditions of a country. For instance the general lack of resources means that the level of 
ambition has to be downscaled. This is an explanation of the confusion between administrative 
eagerness to comply with EU requirements and a practical level failing to meet this objective. 
Enthusiasm of the central nature protection administration may be a creative and innovative feature, 
but when there are no resources to implement them, the ambitions are restricted and scaled down. 
Hence, the understanding of what is possible is highly reflected in the availability of resources.  
 
In chapter 6 we found that it is understood that a lack of resources, makes it is impossible to 
compensate landowners. Because of the fear of such demands from landowners, the MoE does not 
designate protected areas on private land. According to Jan Durinck compensation should only be 
held if there has been a loss. Caused to contemporary low levels of intensive farming, most farmers 
can currently proceed there activities within designated land. Thus, designation does not constitute a 
current loss, but might be an obstacle for plans and projects in the future. Whereas it is 
understandable that possible obstacles, for economic activities in the future, can not be compensated 
now, it is worth considering how many people have just gained back rights to a piece of land. The 
aim of the ongoing land reform is to give back the rights to private ownership, and thus it might 
seem difficult to reclaim the rights of state regulation in these areas.  
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As we further saw in chapter 6, privatisation of forested land has however leaded to intensive 
forestry and hence a compensation system has actually become relevant. Thus it becomes relevant 
to state how forestry and not agriculture seems currently to be a threat to the nature assets in 
Lithuania. Further the attitude of private owners that just reclaimed rights to a piece of land 
becomes explicit through the argument of Laura Kasnauskaite from the Forest Department who 
state that illegal cuttings in private land have been hard to avoid, due to the attitude of private 
landowners; “this is my land, I can do whatever I want” (Kasnauskaite, pers. comm., 050404: 2-3).  
 
Consequently, the MoE has avoided designation of pSCIs on private land. This means that 
Lithuania has fallen into the trap of assessing areas based on “administrative or political 
convenience”, which is, as stated in chapter 5, not allowed. Hence, the lack of funding for 
compensation has lead the MoE to designate wrongly, which is a barrier for the proper 
implementation of the Habitats Directive. It will continue to be a barrier, until the MoE finds a 
solution to the problem of compensation. 
 
7.2. Lithuanian or common barriers and possibilities? 
The focus of this section is to compare the Lithuanian barriers and possibilities with the objectives 
of the Habitats Directive as well as to determine, which of the problems and opportunities for the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive that are characteristic for Lithuania as a new EU member 
state. We will, as mentioned, where it is possible, use our knowledge on the EU-15 implementation 
to make comparisons and evaluate the present area for research. 
 
Carolina Lasén Diaz (2001: 292) argues that ‘the variety of national legal and administrative 
systems of EU countries has made transposition a challenge’. Even though Diaz refers to the EU-
15, this statement is applicable to the Lithuanian case as well. The political system of Lithuania is 
still very new, and the public have not yet learned all the basic elements and traditions of a 
democratic society. We have shown in chapter 6 that the national legal system for nature protection 
is rather path dependent as well as the administrative system is characterised by a general lack of 
staff, experts and equipment. This of course makes the situation of transposition even worse for 
Lithuania, than it has been for EU-15, which, for the most part were economically and politically 
stable countries with a long tradition of democratic rule, as the Habitats Directive was first 
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introduced. It is possible to argue that Lithuania had only just stabilised when starting to transpose 
the entire amount of EU legislation, which must have made confusion complete.  
According to our theoretical approach and the ‘approach towards novelties’, described by March & 
Olsen (see chapter 3), this confusion may also be argued to be one of the reasons that path 
dependency is still present in the national legal systems. Maybe it has been an impossible task, first 
to make a whole new set of legislation after the fall of the Soviet Union, and then again to 
restructure the entire legal and political system, according to EU requirements. Political and 
administrative turmoil and confusion may then be another explanation for the complications that are 
apparent in the Lithuanian process of implementing the Habitats Directive.   
 
What we have learned from investigations of the implementation of the Habitats Directive in the old 
member states (see chapter 5), was that it is more usual than not, to make an implementation 
characterised by the least determinate denominator (Diaz, 2001: 295). The implementation of the 
Habitats Directive is expensive, something that also the EU Commission admits (Habitats 
Directive: 3). Lithuania, as well as the other CEECs, are in a situation of rapid economic growth, 
which however does not yet fully support the general needs of society. Hence, a political and 
economic prioritisation may be necessary in order to provide for hospital service, education etc., 
which are necessary to sustain the society on a long-term basis. Nature protection is also necessary 
to sustain society on a long-term basis – something that we only accepted in the Western European 
countries, when nature was almost gone. During our interview with the author of the Cepkeliai 
management plan, Darius Stoncius, we discussed the area of environmental degradation. Stoncius 
emphasised that he hoped it would be possible to avoid the experience of Western European 
countries, like Denmark - in particular caused to intensive agricultural. However, there seems to be 
no way around it; only when economic activities and pollution destroy natural values, nature will be 
appreciated (Stoncius, pers. comm., 050322: 11).  
The vast amount of nature still present in Lithuania thus, ironically, seem to pose a barrier for the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive as the need for the conservation of European habitat types 
and species is not “yet” recognised. Habitats Directive was invented for countries, where 
deterioration of biodiversity is visible, which made it urgent to protect whatever was left. In that 
sense it becomes obvious that it is difficult to implement a directive with an objective that is not 
recognised, either at the political or at the public level.  
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The general lack of public attention and awareness in society may be characteristic for the new East 
European member states. Zymantas Morkvenas, the Director of Baltic Environmental Forum in 
Lithuania, for instance, call attention to the general lack of democratic traditions as he explains why 
public participation that is not yet functioning very well (Morkvenas, pers. comm., 050402). A lack 
of public involvement has also characterised the process of implementing the Habitats Directive in 
Lithuania, and this is likely a consequence of old traditions were it was common to criticise the 
processes, and at the same believe that it is impossible to get any influence.  
 
Nevertheless, the problem of designating enough areas for the Natura 2000 network does not seem 
to be specific for Lithuania. Diaz argues that it is more common than not for the member states of 
the EU-15 to have pushed the deadline of submitting the national list of pSCIs. Further, the lists 
have often been issued on the basis of administrative or political convenience rather than on a 
scientific assessment (see chapter 5) (2001: 292). Even though, Lithuania has designated less of the 
national territory than any other of the new member states, it is not a special case that the European 
Commission has made its comments on insufficiency.  
What does actually characterise the Lithuanian process is that the EU, through special pre-accession 
programs and structural, is paying nearly the entire process. And even though, the annual budget 
allocated towards nature protection is a matter of priority – like in every other country – the CEECs, 
with state budgets marked by transition, might have better argument for having resources allocated 
from the European level. Holding in mind that the European Commission is financially involved in 
the process, it might be argued that close monitoring will make a difference and that less 
infringements and delays will be accepted from new member states.  
 
7.3. Future tasks and recommendations 
We have now discussed the importance of contemporary barriers and possibilities and we have 
emphasised the barriers and possibilities that are likely to be characteristic, as Lithuania is still a 
new member of the European Union. Both, designation of areas as well as management of these 
sites are respectively ongoing and future processes and this section looks into which challenges that 
face the future Lithuanian implementation process. With point of departure in recommendations 
that were given when Lithuania was still an accession country we emphasise recommendations for 
the future. We agree with the European Commission and argue that it is important for new East 
European member states to adapt the objectives of Natura 2000, in order to cover the still remaining 
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unique nature assets. Therefore it becomes important to discuss how Lithuania, in the future can 
avoid some of the current barriers for compliance with the EU Habitats Directive, and improve the 
approximation to EU nature protection legislation. 
  
A report from 2003 from the World Wide Fund for nature (WWF) evaluates the preparation for 
Natura 2000 in by then future, East European EU member states. The Lithuanian chapter is written 
by Edmundas Greimas and Pranas Mierauskas, and the authors outline five priority areas that were 
then to be undertaken, for a proper establishment of the Natura 2000 network (WWF, 2003: 37): 
1. Designation of all sites that meet Natura 2000 criteria and that are not already protected at 
the national level. 
2. Initiate and continue consultations/discussions with the forestry sector. 
3. Involve local municipalities and NGOs in designation of Natura 2000 sites.  
4. Compile a comprehensive database about all real and potential Natura 2000 sites.  
5. Enable staff of protected areas to monitor and manage Natura 2000 sites. 
 
In spring 2005 we are now actually able to evaluate on these recommendations and how they are 
currently prioritised in the process. This article thus provide basis for our discussion in this section. 
 
From the results of our analysis in chapter 6, we can state that the designation of pSCIs is not yet 
sufficient, and even though the bio-geographical seminar is not held until autumn 2005, it is very 
unlikely that all sites meeting the Natura 2000 criteria will be proposed to the Commission. 
As we have mentioned, conventional timber logging is a more current threat to the implementation 
process that the agricultural sector, which is also recognised by Greimas and Mierauskas.  
Discussions with the forestry sector are taking place, and the sector is involved in the designation of 
forest areas, as well as in the preparation of management plans. However, as we illustrated in 
chapter 6, this communication seem to be characterised by forestry lobbyism and a lack of 
coordination which has lead to clear-cuttings in forest pSCIs (see section 6.2.2.) and the Lithuanian 
nature protection administration still face the task of establishing discussions that lead to sustainable 
forestry in forest pSCIs.  
Municipalities and NGOs are however, as we have emphasised, still hardly visible in the 
implementation process. This is necessary to ensure a broad and public awareness and accept of the 
Natura 2000 network, which provides legitimacy for the implementation. Further, the presence of 
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an active NGO level is important to sustain the Commission in the monitoring of compliance with 
outlined objectives. As we have emphasised Lithuanian municipalities simply do not have the 
capacity to involve themselves in the designation or management of pSCIs and even though the 
great possibility of involving municipalities in the implementation process is recognised – resources 
have not yet been allocated to build human capacity at this level.   
From our experiences from approaching the NGO level, it was obvious that the interests groups 
were willing to participate and contribute to the implementation and that only limited resources and 
lack of experience was an obstacle. Hence, by inviting NGOs to contribute with their knowledge at 
the decision-making table thus seem highly recommendable for the future.  
Data is also still missing – something that in this study was revealed through our case study of the 
strict nature reserve Cepkeliai, where 30 years of “monitoring” has left virtually no data. As the 
Habitats Directive aims at protecting specific habitat types and species, inventory of these nature 
assets is important. Continuing the current process of assessing the existing amounts of nature 
values is thus recommended. Further our case study illustrated how it is doubtful that current park 
administrations will be able to monitor and manage the designated pSCIs. Yet, one of the tasks of 
the Rambøll/NepCon project51 (see Annex 1) project is to train staff how to prepare a management 
plan as well as how to carry it out.  
To conclude, areas that needed special attention two years ago have not yet been fully addressed 
and priorities still remain that could facilitate the Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats 
Directive. And even though we have found that improving steps are taken within each area, it is still 
important that Lithuania takes serious these guidelines and investigate what it takes to make the 
right changes. Following our conclusions in chapter 6, we do however recommend that Lithuania 
first and foremost approach former procedures and ‘ways of doing things’ and leave behind them 
institutional and administrative barriers that currently do not contribute to the implementation. 
Assessing old traditions of public participation, centralised administration procedures and current 
fragmentation of responsibilities seem to be a good point of departure for addressing these five 
challenges and other important barriers that have been illustrated within the present study.  
 
Today, Edmundas Greimas sees the major challenge to be the fact that there is no national strategy 
for the implementation of the Natura 2000 network (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 7). In his 
position as a member of the EU Commission’s ‘Habitats scientific working group’, Greimas 
                                                 
51 The PHARE project for which Jan Durinck is the Team Leader (See Annex 1). 
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compares the Lithuanian implementation of the Habitats Directive to that of the other new East 
European member states. In his opinion, Lithuania is one of the worst examples, together with 
Poland. First of all, the Lithuanian list of designated territory actually holds the lowest percentage 
among the new member states. Poland and Lithuania are the worst also because there is no general 
policy in these countries. By this Greimas means an absence of a vision for biodiversity protection 
(Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 5). 
A biodiversity strategy is a political responsibility. Lithuania signed the United Nation’s 
Convention on Biological Diversity in 1995 (WCMC, 2000: 6), which obliged each party to 
develop a national strategy for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity (Rydén, 
2003: 698). In 1998 Lithuania did complete a national Biodiversity strategy and Action Plan 
(WCMC, 2000: 6), but it was too early to include measures of the Habitats Directive and the Natura 
2000 (Greimas, pers. comm., 050405: 7). Hence, there is a need to develop a new strategy, which 
includes Natura 2000 as a central element for protection of biological diversity. Together with 
recommendations concerning further restructuring of the current legislative and administrative 
system, this is necessary to ensure a coherent approach towards the protection of habitats and 
species in Lithuania. 
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8.0 Conclusion 
We have now presented the main findings from our research on the Lithuanian implementation of 
the Habitats Directive and the country’s approximation to the European Union nature protection 
acquis. Approaching the Research question, several assumptions were implicit, and as we have 
explained, these assumptions have structured the research. In the present chapter we will conclude 
upon the main findings in this study and we will conclude upon the methodological framework that 
has structured our approach towards the present field of research. The point of departure for the 
present study was that four explanatory factors predominantly structure the implementation process, 
and the main assumption was that barriers and possibilities are reflected through institutions in the 
MoE. Important for the research we have presented, is thus that institutions matter because patterns 
of behaviour and understandings affect ’ways of doing things’ in the implementation process.   
Taking outset in the four explanatory factors - which have set the agenda for both the research as 
well as the structure of the report - we conclude upon which barriers and possibilities that challenge 
and facilitate a Lithuanian implementation process, which complies with the objectives outlined in 
the Habitats Directive. And we conclude upon how these barriers and possibilities are inter-linked 
with institutions in the MoE. Then we move to another important objective of this study; to achieve 
insight into new East European member states’ approximation to the European Union nature 
protection acquis and conclude upon what specifically characterises the implementation of the 
Habitats Directive in the new member states. In other words, how the barriers and possibilities 
linked to the characteristic of being a country ‘in transition’, affect the Lithuanian process of 
adapting EU nature protection legislation.  
Finally, we acknowledge that the main assumption, which linked the four explanatory factors with 
an institutional approach, has structured the research process in a way that necessitates an argument 
for the comprehensiveness of such a methodology. And, as mentioned in the methodological 
approach in chapter 2, we did start the research process from a wider perspective, therefore we feel 
capable of making comments on the institutional approach.  
 
8.1. Brief summary of the explanatory factors 
The former Lithuanian nature protection approach is important for the current implementation of 
the Habitats Directive. Due to the rapid changes in Lithuanian society in the recent years, old 
approaches may not have been completely restructured, among other things because nature 
protection has low priority compared to social problems.  
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The recently gained membership of the European Union also affects the Lithuanian context in 
several ways. EU conditionalities, as well as the possibilities of sanctioning, are important factors in 
the process of implementing EU legislation.  
Due to the political and economical changes during nearly two decades, the administrative system 
has been exposed to major structural changes. Despite transition, the current domestic 
administrative capacity is still characterised by confusion, turbulence, lack of resources, and by 
structures inherited from old times.  
At the same time, the economic situation in Lithuania is not yet equal to that of West European 
neighbours and the central administration face severe budgetary constraints. This affects the amount 
of resources allocated towards nature protection and towards the implementation of the Habitats 
Directive.  
 
8.2. Barriers and possibilities visible in the implementation process 
In chapter 6 we made a list of visible barriers and possibilities, which are inter-linked with this 
Lithuanian context and with institutions in MoE. The broad concept of institutions has left us with a 
long list of barriers and possibilities, linked to routines, procedures and understandings. At the same 
time our theoretical framework emphasised how institutionalised behaviour in itself affect  courses 
of action, and we can now both conclude upon which barriers and possibilities that are visible in the 
implementation process and how these barriers and possibilities are inter-linked with institutions in 
the Lithuanian central nature protection administration.  
 
The different effects from the four explanatory factors are reflected within institutions at work in 
the MoE. The actions, that are structured by these routines, procedures and understandings, pose 
barriers and possibilities for the implementation process.   
As mentioned in chapter 7, there is a very noticeable presence of an inherited Soviet approach 
towards nature protection within the current Lithuanian approach. Thus, we are able to conclude 
that current EU requirements constitute radical changes in the Lithuanian system of nature 
protection, and that there is a confrontation between path dependent institutions and a new logic of 
appropriateness. As we have seen, former ways of protecting nature is present in the legislative 
system (Law on Protected Areas) and as officials in the central administration do not explicitly call 
this law into question, both the Law on Protected Areas (formal procedure) as well as path-
dependent patterns of behaviour, pose a barrier to the implementation process.   
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Empirically, the consequence is that the former passive approach is transmitted into the new system 
and that pSCIs like Cepkeliai are not managed in accordance with the objectives of the Habitats 
Directive. 
 
Despite this path dependency we are also able to conclude that changes are perceived everywhere in 
the Lithuanian MoE. These changes are caused by institutional reforms that are related to the 
membership of the European Union, and the changes affect the nature protection approach. 
Because, whereas Lithuania has the possibility of influencing policies as they are enacted, the 
understanding of the European Commission as a sanctioning body, influences actions at the 
domestic level. For instance, as Lithuania initially submitted an insufficient list of designated areas 
(only 2.8% of the national territory) the European Commission has forced the MoE to present a new 
and extended list.  Hence, the general eagerness to comply with EU requirements, as well as the 
European Commission’s monitoring of the process, make sure that Lithuania keep more or less to 
the path that the EU orders. Yet, we may also conclude that this eagerness is not always reflected in 
the actions of MoE officials - especially not at the more practical levels - and hence that ‘logic of 
appropriateness’ within an organisation can be hard to change.   
Therefore, it is necessary that the EU Commission keeps a close eye on Lithuania in the following 
years – also because we have seen signs that some officials are still trying to sweep, for instance 
insufficient management measures ‘under the carpet’. Finally, we can conclude that if the EU 
applies economic sanctions, there are much better chances that Lithuania will comply faster with 
the objectives of the Habitats Directive.  
  
Concerning the role of the administrative capacity and the level of economic development we can 
conclude that these factors pose barriers and rend possibilities for the implementation of the 
Habitats Directive. The current administrative structure characterises both former approaches 
towards nature protection and institutional change. Nature protection has never had a strong 
position on the political agenda and hence path dependent low political attention is now reflected in 
a lack of staff and a lack of skilled people that are able to meet EU requirements. However, the 
general confusion and turbulence that is now observed in the central administration, illustrates that 
change is on the way. Restructuring of society might not yet have reached equilibrium where the 
administrative system is capable of dealing with EU nature legislation in accordance with EU 
priorities, but as changes are visible there is a possibility that this requirement will be met in the 
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future. The centralised nature protection regime might benefit from decentralisation of 
responsibilities to the municipal level, and as the central nature protection administration recognises 
the advantages from additional administrative support from lower levels, might render a possibility 
to meet the requirements of the Habitats Directive. 
Barriers that stem from the current economic situation are also reflected through a lack of financial 
and human resources in the implementation process. However, and maybe even more important, the 
general understanding of ‘money as a scarce resource’, affects the ambitions of MoE officials and 
thus their efforts to meet the objectives that are explicitly put forward in the Habitats Directive.   
 
8.3. Barriers and possibilities characteristic of a country in transition 
Bearing in mind that domestic and legislative systems in EU-15 countries have challenged the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive, we opened this report with the argument that it now 
becomes interesting to investigate how new East European member states – with their different 
legislative and administrative systems – approach EU nature conservation legislation. During our 
investigations in Lithuania we found that many barriers and possibilities for compliance with the 
Habitats Directive are similar to those experienced in EU-15 countries. But we also revealed 
barriers and possibilities that are linked to the status of being a new East European member state. 
These are worth considering when approaching the objective of the European Commission: to adapt 
the nature protection acquis to cover the unique nature assets that exist in this part of the European 
territory. First of all, exactly the vast areas of untouched nature seem to be an obstacle for the 
understanding of nature protection as an urgent need – a barrier that is likely to be applicable to the 
situation in all new member states. Also, the recent political turnover and turbulence do not seem to 
have replaced former legal and administrative systems with systems that meet the requirements of 
e.g. EU nature protection legislation. Hence, the situation of being countries ‘in transition’ and the 
current situation of institutional change is likely to challenge the implementation process across 
new member states as well. Meeting the requirements of EU membership, new member states also 
have to provide evidence of a well functioning economy. Even though, economic restructuring is 
expected to boost the economy, the ‘transition economies’ have experienced the opposite, until 
recently. Therefore, all new member states have faced budgetary constraints in the process of 
approximation to the acquis communautaire. Within the field of nature protection this study has 
revealed a lack of resources allocated to this area. This became clear through the problems of re-
privatisation of land and the financing of a compensation system for private landowners – and we 
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expect this barrier to be characteristic for all new member states where land reforms are currently an 
ongoing process.  
Concerning possibilities, the characteristics that became explicit in Lithuania might also be 
applicable in other member states. One important characteristic is that the eagerness of being a 
member of the European club, and the possibility of sanctioning new member states that do not 
show behavioural commitment to the laws and norms of the EU (for instance by cutting off 
structural funds), render a possibility to comply with implementation requirements. As Lithuania 
was patiently waiting in line with the other seven CEECs, we expect this situation to be similar in 
these new member states as well.   
 
8.4. Conclusions on our main assumption 
As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter we have done research that reaches beyond the 
present method of linking the four explanatory factors with the institutional approach. And bearing 
this insight in mind, we now conclude upon the use of this specific approach and upon the 
comprehensiveness of our main assumption. The main assumption, as explained in chapter 2, made 
it important to investigate the four explanatory factors through routines, procedures and 
understandings within the central nature protection administration. Because, having knowledge on 
institutions at this administrative level, we were able to present an insight into the barriers and 
possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive in Lithuania.   
 
The question is whether the institutional approach has been a valid instrument for the purpose of 
this study; to reveal barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the Habitats Directive in a 
new member state? 
First and foremost we have to emphasise our broad conception of institutions that was also 
mentioned earlier in this chapter. The interpretation of institutions as comprising routines, 
procedures and understandings made it possible to investigate both barriers and possibilities that 
are inter-linked with specific understandings embedded in the MoE as well as barriers and 
possibilities that stem from formal rules and laws (the domestic legislative system) reflected in 
procedures followed by the central administration. Using the present institutional approach thus 
made it possible to present a wide range of barriers and possibilities and thus to present 
comprehensive insight into the implementation process in general. In addition, all four explanatory 
factors seem to constitute important frameworks for the implementation, and we argue that the 
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institutional approach did actually allow us to keep a quite wide focus and a narrow structure that 
made it possible to assess the four factors within one study.  
As we have argued, the dominant role of Neo-institutional theory in the present study has resulted 
in a set of barriers and possibilities that are mainly related to rule-bound behaviour. However, 
drawing upon knowledge that reaches beyond the focus on specific ‘ways of doing things’, we 
argue that our investigations in the central administration do actually provide knowledge on 
important barriers and possibilities at work. This is for instance demonstrated through our case 
study that focuses on the establishment of management in designated areas, and hence 
implementation at the practical level. To sum up, the case study showed that barriers reflected in 
institutions at the central level were also reflected at the local level. For instance, it became obvious 
that the former Soviet approach towards nature protection (the monitoring of succession) that was 
embedded in understandings and procedures (The Law on Protected Areas) at the central level, 
actually put restrictions on the drafting of management plans in the Cepkeliai pSCI. Further, the 
experience from the strict nature reserve illustrated how lack of resources and previous routinised 
practises of passive management, challenge compliance with explicit objectives of the EU nature 
protection legislation at the local level.      
Whereas these arguments support the method of approaching institutions in the national 
administration when investigating the implementation of the Habitats Directive, we find it 
important to mention that this methodology has proven especially applicable in this study as 
responsibilities for the implementation process at all levels, remain centralised. In other cases it may 
not be sufficient to investigate routines, procedures and understandings in the central 
administration.    
 
Finally, we have considered whether this approach has delimited important conclusions from this 
study. And whereas the emphasised strength of this approach is that it cuts off barriers and 
possibilities, which are not possible to assess through institutions in the MoE, we cannot neglect the 
fact that some obvious barriers and possibilities have not been thoroughly investigated as they lie 
beyond the present focus. For instance, we revealed limited room for manoeuvre due to the 
understandings of the ‘economic situation’ of the country. It may also have been relevant to 
investigate the actual amount of financial resources that are allocated to nature protection and why 
these resources become insufficient when implementing the Habitats Directive.  
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Whereas we conclude that our methodological approach has primarily been a comprehensive way 
of moving towards an explanation of barriers and possibilities for the implementation of the 
Habitats Directive, it is questionable whether investigating this directive result in any 
comprehensive conclusions on the approximation of new member states to the entire EU 
environmental acquis. In the subject area in chapter 1 we argued that the challenges that the 
Habitats Directive seem to impose, both to domestic administrative systems in EU-15 and in the 
new member states, respectively place this Directive as a difficult case in the harmonisation of 
environmental legislation, in an enlarged Europe.                                                                                                     
Gaining more knowledge on the implementation process, we argue, however, that the controversial 
experience in most member states is not only linked to the challenging requirements of the 
directive.    
Both lessons from the EU-15 and from our case of Lithuania reveal that “EU-priorities and 
national priorities do not necessarily meet and may be in conflict” (Paavola, 2003: 11). Nature 
protection has never had a strong position in Lithuania, and the Habitats Directive currently seems 
to have low political priority. From our contact with the political level in Lithuania it is, however, 
our interpretation that other environmental directives are met with a lot more enthusiasm from 
decision-makers. The understanding of nature as abundant – and current problems with waste and 
wastewater treatment –simply made the implementation of directives concerned with e.g. landfills, 
water, clean air and packing, more urgent and relevant to politicians. Investigating new East 
European member states and their approximation to the environmental dimension of the acquis 
communautaire, it is thus necessary to distinguish among directives, their objectives and indeed 
between the domestic political and institutional spheres, into which the piece of environmental 
legislation is implemented.       
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9.0. The Habitats Directive in perspective 
The present study has dealt with the process of implementing the Habitats Directive in the new EU 
member state of Lithuania. Hence, the study has been concerned with the contents of the process 
more than with the contents and the applicability of the Directive. The Directive is comprehensive 
in the sense that it aims to include a holistic approach towards the protection of species and habitats. 
However, the current nature situation in Lithuania as well as the other CEE countries is very 
different from the situation in Western Europe, where nature has nearly disappeared due to 
intensive economic activities for more than a century. Therefore we will now put into perspective 
the relevance of applying the Habitats Directive in Lithuania as well as the rest of the CEE 
countries at the moment.  
 
As we have seen in this study, currently there are many natural values in Lithuania (See chapter 4-
5). This situation applies also for the other new East European member states – something which 
have been considered one of the benefits for the European Union, when integrating eight CEE 
countries in 2004 (See chapter 1 and 4). Currently, nature in Eastern Europe is characterised by 
large forested areas, untouched land or wilderness areas and a high diversity in species and habitats 
– compared to Western Europe.  
 
The Habitats Directive is made to fit a system where nature is scarce, and where it is necessary to 
keep biodiversity in a favourable conservation status to conserve it for future generations (the idea 
of sustainable development). In this sense the directive takes a snap-shot focus, which aims at 
keeping protected sites as they are, and hence does not allow for processes of natural development, 
which may deteriorate for instance bogs or meadows. This means that management measures must 
be applied and that management is one of the central features to achieve a favourable conservation 
status (Anker, 2003: 8). 
According to Helle Tegner Anker (2003: 8), the Habitats Directive has a resource perspective that 
contradicts the (among EU member states) widely used activity approach. This means that the 
regulation concerns environment and natural resources rather than ongoing activities (Anker in 
Naturrådet, 2003: 8). The resource perspective requires comprehensive planning to identify fragile 
natural resources and to determine more explicit objectives and measures, i.e. a proactive type of 
regulation that defines which actions are necessary to achieve or maintain a favourable conservation 
status (Anker in Naturrådet, 2003: 8-9).  
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Consequently, in order to keep favourable conservation status for identified species and habitats, the 
Habitats Directive requires the introduction of management in protected areas. In Lithuania many 
protected areas have formerly been left for succession (chapter 5), and the country has never before 
had to allocate resources towards the maintenance of protected areas. Managing areas is costly and 
the need for managing nature is commonly not perceived as necessary, as nature is abundant 
(chapter 6).  
 
Taking into consideration especially the economic context of the CEE countries, the level of 
economic development have required prioritisation of scarce resources, and have not left a great 
deal for environmental and nature protection. Further, at the moment as the countries have boosting 
growth rates, there is a great need to integrate planning of economic development activities with 
biodiversity protection, something that is also required in the Habitats Directive (Habitats Directive: 
2). Sectoral integration is especially important within a region with massive economic development 
in prospect and at the same time, vast areas of natural territories in the backyard.  
As the Habitats Directive and the Natura 2000 demands a holistic approach, sectoral integration 
becomes of major importance for a proper implementation. Diaz (2001: 295) argues that “The 
forthcoming enlargement of the European Union to embrace the countries of Central and Eastern 
Europe makes the need to achieve the integration of biodiversity concerns into land-use planning, 
sectoral plans and policies even more urgent. This remains a key challenge for the future and the 
only way of ensuring the long-term survival of biological diversity in Europe and worldwide”.  
Although this argument is some years old now, it has not lost its relevance, especially due to the 
economic prospects for the region. 
 
The far-reaching approach towards the protection of species and habitats in the Habitats Directive 
cannot possibly be fully embraced in Eastern Europe, as there is still very much nature present, and 
thus very much to protect. However, as we have learned in this study, economic activities are 
expanding and hence the impacts on the environment are not many years away, which means that 
introduction of an extensive nature protection now, will be better in the long run. The latter is very 
much in the interest of the EU; as the environmental contributions of the CEECs was considered a 
benefit to the EU. In order for this benefit to stay, the Natura 2000 with its sectoral integration is 
necessary to bond the boosting economic activities. If this is done successfully, it may be possible 
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for the CEECs to avoid natural degradation to the extent that has been experienced in Western 
Europe. And this must be considered a valuable goal of the Habitats Directive and the Natura 2000.  
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22.pdf  
• PolitInfo: Lithuanian President Impeached, April 6th 2004,  
http://www.politinfo.com/articles/article_2004 _04_6_0016.html 
• The Europe Agreements: www.europa.eu.int/comm/environment/nature/nature_conservation/ 
eu_enlargement 
• On Gypsum karst lakes: http://www.network21.org.uk/go/environmental-news/exclusive_ 
features/exclusive_features_lakes_gypsum.htm 
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Interviews 
Bezaras, Vidmantas & Gedminas, Kastytis: Vilnius, Lithuania, 22nd March 2005  
Ciuplys, Raimondas: Verkiai, Lithuania, 30th March 2005  
Drobelis, Eugenijus: Cepkeliai, Lithuania, 19th March 2005 
Durinck, Jan: Copenhagen, Denmark, 2nd January 2005 
 Vilnius, Lithuania, 3rd April 2005 
Greimas, Edmundas: Vilnius, Lithuania, 14th March 2005  
 Vilnius, Lithuania, 5th April 2005  
Jakovonis, Gedminas: Vilnius, Lithuania, 31st March 2005 
Kasnaiskaite, Laura: Vilnius, Lithuania, 4th April 2005 
Klimavicius, Algirdas: Vilnius, Lithuania, 15th March 2005 
Lydiene, Edita: Vilnius, Lithuania, 17th March 2005 
Mierauskas, Pranas: Vilnius, Lithuania, 23rd March 2005 
Morkvenas, Zymantas: Vilnius, Lithuania, 2nd April 2005 
Raulinaityte, Loretta, Matuseviciute, Rasa & Pavilonyte, Zivile: Vilnius, Lithuania, 31st March 
2005 
Stoncius, Darius: Vilnius, Lithuania, 22nd March 2005 
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Annex I: The relevance of interview persons 
 
Edmundas Greimas 
 
Occupation: Lithuanian member of the Habitats scientific working group’, 
an advisory body to the European Commission on the implementation of 
the Habitats Directive. 
Also Local management plan expert in the PHARE project: “Development 
of Management Plans in Lithuania”, the Lithuanian member of the 
‘Relevancy: Has followed Lithuanian nature protection since 1992 and 
has knowledge of conflicts at all levels. Has insight in the coordination 
with Brussels (is a member of the EU committee on the HD), the work of 
the Ministry of Environment, The State protected Areas Service, the 
process of management plans and local conflicts. Also he is Master of 
Science within the field of Ecology and Biology and has studied 
Environmental Management in Holland.  
Edmundas Greimas has been interviewed twice. 
Algirdas Klimavicius Occupation: Head of Protected Areas Strategy Division  
Relevancy: Is official in the central level holding responsibility for the 
national implementation process, communication with Brussels. His 
Department was responsible for the transposition into national law and for 
the designation process. 
Edita Lydiene Occupation: Senior expert working with implementation of NATURA 
2000 in State Protected Areas Service (SPAS), under the Ministry of 
Environment 
Relevancy: Is working in the unit taking care of practical implementation 
under the ministry of environment, communicate with administrations of 
NATURA 2000 sites. Her current task is to revise management plans 
prepared by the PHARE project. Holds knowledge on the coordination of 
subordinate administrations that manages the sites.  
Vidmantas Bezaras Occupation: Deputy Director in SPAS 
Relevancy: Holds general knowledge on the conflicts that challenges the 
work of SPAS and on how the implementation of the HD into national law 
changes the work of both SPAS and its subordinate institutions 
Kastytis Gedminas Occupation: Chief Desk Officer in SPAS 
Relevancy: Worked as interpreter for Vidmantas Bezaras, also has 
knowledge on the designation of NATURA 2000 sites and the changes and 
challenges that SPAS currently experiences 
Raimondas Ciuplys Occupation: Ecologist at Botanical Institute, Vilnius 
Relevancy: Holds knowledge on the Lithuanian species and habitats that 
are of community interest, holds knowledge on inventory and on 
contemporary and future threats to Lithuanian habitats and species 
Eugenijus Drobelis Occupation: Deputy Director in Cepkaliai Strict Nature Reserve  
Relevancy: Holds knowledge on the nature values of the case area 
Cepkaliai, the history of this area as well as the local conflicts that have 
been and are experienced as the site is now designated as a pSCI. Was 
formerly occupied within the MoE and has personal experiences with 
communicating and coordination at this level 
Darius Stoncius  Occupation: Responsible for the NATURA 2000 management plan in 
Cepkaliai Strict Nature Reserve  
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Also active in LGF (Lithuanian Fund for Nature – Lietuvos Gamtos 
Fundas) 
Relevancy: Holds knowledge on the habitats and species of community 
interest in Cepkaliai and especially on the challenges of carrying out a 
management plan for this area – i.e. how conflicts between contemporary 
and former nature protection (economic resources etc.) strategies have 
influenced the strategies of this management plan. Holds knowledge on the 
conflicts and public participation in Cepkaliai.  
Zymantas Morkvenas Occupation: Director of Baltic Environmental Forum, Lithuania 
Relevancy: Has knowledge on the general Lithuanian approach towards 
environmental protection and on the role and capacities of the Lithuanian 
NGO level  
Pranas Mierauskas Occupation: Director of LGF and Ecologist (associated professor in 
Vilnius University). 
Relevancy: NGO and former Director of the Nature Protection 
Department in the MoE as well as Pranas is the convenor of courses in 
Environmental Science and Management in Vilnius University. Pranas has 
also worked as volunteer in the process of transposing the HD into 
national law and thus has a very good insight into the implementation 
process. For example, Pranas holds knowledge on processes at all levels 
and communicates both with the MoE and the local level. Pranas try to 
raise awareness among politicians, the ministry and at the local level. 
Pranas Mierauskas has published a scientific article on Lithuanian strict 
nature reserves in relation to international criteria for nature protection. 
Jan Durinck Occupation: Team Leader of the PHARE project: “Development of 
Management Plans in Lithuania” 
Relevancy: Has been occupied with EU projects concerned with the 
implementation of the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive in 
Lithuania since 1999 and has as a foreigner observed and participated in 
the process since then. Has worked closely together with the MoE, the 
SPAS and various Lithuanian experts. Holds knowledge on the general 
process as well as how the Lithuanian approach conflicts the one of the 
EU – has explicit knowledge on many individuals working with the 
directive and how their work either challenges or improves the Lithuanian 
implementation. 
Working with a PHARE project, Jan Durinck is one of the foreign experts 
that the EU has allocated to Lithuania to initiate domestic capacity 
building within the area of nature protection.   
Laura Kasnaiskaite Occupation: Chief desk officer in the Forest Development Division in the 
Forest Department (within the MoE)  
Relevancy: Participates at the level of policy formulations in the process 
of implementing the Habitats Directive. The forest department is a 
participant in the process as divisions from this department are asked in 
the decision-making process. The Forest Department is – through 
‘General Forest Enterprise’ inter-linked with the 42 State Forest 
Enterprises – that carry out conventional timber logging in Lithuanian 
State Forests. As the department also takes part in the general regulations 
of forestry, they are in contact with private forest owners as well (and their 
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interest organisations). Laura was thus contacted to provide an insight 
into the interest of foresters and how the requirements of the Habitats 
Directive are seen from their point of view. Capable of giving examples of 
the negotiation process among implementers of the directive and foresters.
 
Loretta Raulinaityte  
 
 
Occupation: Senior Adviser to the Committee on European Affairs in the 
Lithuanian Seimas (The Parliament).  
Relevancy: Was recommended as an EU expert by a Social Democrat that 
did not have competences (according to him self) within the area of EU 
and nature protection. Loretta has great insight into the challenges that 
faces Lithuania when complying with the responsibilities of full EU 
membership.  
Zivile Pavilonyte Occupation: Adviser to the Committee on European Affairs in the 
Lithuanian Parliament 
Relevancy: Has insight into the communication between EU institutions 
(especially the EU Parliament) and the government of Lithuania. 
Is participating when the committee has to inform/communicate with the 
MoE on developments concerning European affairs. Zivile also holds 
knowledge on the general challenges that faces Lithuania (as a new 
member state).    
Rasa Matuseviciute Occupation: Adviser to the Committee on Environmental Protection 
Relevancy: As an adviser, Rasa is very close to environmental policy- 
making. She knows how environmental matters are discussed among 
politicians and how these issues are prioritised among other policy areas. 
This committee has to relate to EU environmental policy and prioritise 
among these. She has to inform the committee on requirements from the 
EU Commission.   
Gediminas Jakovonis  Occupation: Social Democrat, MP in the Lithuanian Seimas and member 
of the Committee on Environmental Protection 
Relevancy: Is part of the political level and a decision-maker within the 
area of environmental and nature protection. Holds knowledge on the 
exact debate among politicians (examples etc.) and knowledge on the 
communication with NGOs on environmental matters. Also Gediminas is 
holding a personal opinion on the importance of environmental protection 
– from the political point of view.  
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ANNEX II Species and habitats in Lithuania of European 
importance 
 
Introduction 
This list of Lithuanian contributions to the Annex I and II of the Habitats Directive is based on 
information provided by our interviewees (Ciuplys, pers. comm., 050330; Stoncius, pers. comm., 
050322; Durinck, pers. comm., 050403). The list is considered complete; however variations can 
occur, for instance concerning the number of species protected under Annex II in Lithuania may 
vary according to the different informants. For some species it has not been possible to obtain the 
English name.  
 
Habitats included in Annex I of the Habitats Directive and present in Lithuania 
1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time 
1130 Estuaries 
1150 *Coastal lagoons 
1170 Reefs 
2110 Embryonic shifting dunes 
2120 Shifting dunes along the shoreline with Ammophila arenaria (white dunes) 
2130 *Fixed coastal dunes with herbaceous vegetation (grey dunes) 
2140 *Decalcified fixed dunes with Empetrum nigrum 
2170 Dunes with Salix repens ssp. argentea (Salicion arenariae) 
2180 Wooded dunes of the Atlantic, Continental and Boreal region 
2190 Humid dune slacks 
2320 Dry sands heaths with Calluna and Empetrum nigrum 
2330 Inland dunes with open Corynephorus and Agrostis grasslands 
3130 Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters with vegetation of the Littorelletea uniflorae 
and/or of the Isoeto-Nanojunceta 
3140 Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp. 
3150 Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or hydrocharition- type vegetation 
3160 Natural dystrophic lakes and ponds 
3190 Lakes of gypsum karst 
3260 Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion fluitantis and Callitricho-
Batrachion vegetation 
3270 Rivers with muddy banks with Chenopodion rubri p.p. and Bidention p.p. vegetation 
4030 European dry heaths 
5130 Juniperus communis formations on heaths or calcareous grasslands 
6120 *Xeric sand calcareous grasslands 
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies on calcareous substrates (Festuco-
Brometalia) (*important orchid sites) 
6230 *Species-rich Nardus grasslands, on siliceous substrates in mountain areas (and sub-mountain 
areas, in Continental Europe) 
6410 Molinea meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils (Molinion caeruleae) 
6430 Hydrophilous tall herb fringe communities of plains and of the montane to alpine levels 
6450 Northern boreal alluvial meadows 
6510 Lowland hay meadows (Alopecurus pratensis, Sanguisorba officinalis) 
6530 *Fennoscandian wooded meadows 
7110 *Active raised bog 
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7120 Degraded raised bogs still capable of natural regeneration 
7140 Transition mires and quaking bogs 
7150 Depressions on peat substrates of the Rhynchosporion 
7160 Fennoscandian mineral-rich springs and springfens 
7210 *Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion davallianae 
7220 *Petrifying springs with turf formation (Cratoneurion) 
7230 Alkaline fens 
8210 Calcareous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 
8220 Siliceous rocky slopes with chasmophytic vegetation 
8310 Caves not open to the public 
9010 *Western taiga 
9020 *Fennoscandian hemi-boreal natural old broad-leaved deciduous forest (Quercus, Tilia, Acer, 
Fraxinus or Ulmus) rich in epiphytes 
9050 Fennoscandian herb-rich forests with Picea abies 
9070 Fennoscandian wooded pastures 
9080 *Fennoscandian deciduous swamp woods 
9160 Sub-Atlantic and medio-European oak or oak-hornbeam forests of the Carpinion betuli 
9180 *Tilio-Acerion forests of slopes, screes and ravines 
9190 Old acidophilous oak woods with Quercus robur on sandy plains 
91D0 *Bog woodland 
91E0 *Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-Padion, Alnion incanae, 
Salicion albae) 
91F0 Riparian mixed forests of Quercus robur, Ulmus laevis and Ulmus minor, Fraxinus 
angustifolia, along the great rivers (Ulmenion minoris) 
91T0 Central European lichen scots pine forests 
 
Species included in Annex II of the Habitats Directive and present in Lithuania 
Mammals  
Barbastelle bat (Barbastella barbastellus) 
Pond bat (Myotis dasycneme) 
Eurasian Beaver (Castor fiber) 
*Grey wolf (Canis lupus) 
*Brown bear (Ursus arctos) 
Common otter (Lutra lutra) 
Lynx (Lynx lynx) 
*European mink (Mustela lutreola) 
Grey Seal (Halichoerus grypus) 
Harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) 
Harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) 
 
Reptiles and amphibians  
European pond turtle (Emys orbicularis L.) 
Newt (Triturus cristatus Laur.) 
Fire-bellied toad (Bombina bombina L.) 
 
Fish and lamprey 
Sea lamprey (Petromyzon marinus) 
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River lamprey (Lampetra fluviatilis) 
Brook lamprey (Lampetra planeri) 
Twaite shad (Alosa fallax) 
Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) 
Asp (Aspius aspius) 
Bitterling (Rhodeus sericeus amarus) 
Spined loach (Cobitis taenia) 
Dojo loach (Misgurnus fossilis) 
Bullhead (Cottus gobio) 
 
Invertebrates 
Boros schneideri 
Cerambyx longicorn (Cerambyx cerdo) 
Flat bark beetle (Cucujus cinnaberinus) 
Water beetle (Dytiscus latissimus) 
Giant stag beetle (Lucanus cervus) 
*Hermit beetle (Osmoderma eremite) 
Marsh Fritillary (Euphydryas aurinia) 
Scarce Fritillary (Hypodryas maturna) 
Large Copper (Lycaena dispar) 
Violet Copper (Lycaena helle) 
Scarce large blue (Maculinea teleius) 
Large white-faced Darter (Leucorrhinia pectoralis) 
Green club-tailed dragonfly (Ophiogomphus cecilia)   
 
Narrow-mouthed whorl snail (Vertigo angustior)   
Round-mouthed whorl snail (Vertigo genesii)  
Geyer’s whorl snail (Vertigo geyeri)   
Desmoulin’s whorl snail (Vertigo moulinsiana)   
 
Freshwater pearl mussel (Margaritifera margaritifera) 
Thick Shelled River Mussel (Unio crassus) 
 
Vascular plants 
Waterwheel plant (Aldrovanda vesiculosa) 
Small grape fern (Botrychium simplex) 
Caldesia parnassifolia 
Lady Slipper’s Orchid (Cypripedium calceolus) 
Fen Orchid (Liparis loeselii) 
Nodding/slender water-nymph/naiad (Najas flexilis) 
Cutleaf anemone (Pulsatilla patens) 
Yellow Marsh Saxifrage (Saxifraga hirculus L.) 
Thesium ebracteatum 
Sand Pink (Dianthus arenarius) 
Baltic toadflax (Linaria loeselii) 
Moss 
Dicranum viride 
Slender green feather-moss (Drepanocladus (Hamatocaulis) vernicosus) 
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